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Highlights
College sponsored program, involving college studtuts tutoring or
mentoring elementary and secondary students were found in slightly
under one-third (29 percent) of all two- and four-year colleges and
universities. Of 3,212 total institutions, 921 sponsored at least one
program Nationally, there are an estimated 1,701 programs

The primary focus was tutoring for two-thirds of the programs and
mentoring for 17 percent of them. The remaining 16 percent,
although involving tutoring and mentoring, had some other "primary
focus" such as diagnostic evaluation and respite care.

Programs operating in 1987-88 involved about 71,000 college
students serving 240,000 mentary and secondary students.

In 40 percent of the programs, students most frequently participated
as volunteers without a course or program requirement. In 29
percent of programs, students most frequently participated as "paid
tutors or mentors"; in 28 percent students participated as part of a
"course revirement," and in 3 percent, as a "requirement for
graduation "

One-third of the programs ;ndicated there were students
recommended for the program who were unable to participate
because of a lack of tutors or mentors.

Oer three-fourths (86 percent) of the programs worked with the
local school system; about one-fourth sometimes worked with social
service agencies (26 percent) or a church group (26 percent); and 9
percent sometimes worked witn the courts or correctional system.

Most staff working on any of the programs had less than a full-time
commitment to the project.

About 40 percent of the students tutored or mentorud were
elementary students, 27 percent middle or junior high students, and
27 percent senior high students.

An overage of about one-third (31 percent) of the students who
were tutored/mentored stayed in the program for more than one
year, and 8 percent stayed for less than one month.

Preservice training was provided by almost three-fourths ot
programs (73 percent). The median length o1' preservice training
was 6 hours

The primary source of funding for 40 percent of the programs was
the institution. The Federal government was the primary source tor
18 percent, and Sote government was the primary source for 13
percent of programs.

Programs nmst frequently rated themselves as very successful
"providing role models" (90 percent) Just undtr three-fourths (74
percent) rated their program as very successful at "improving basic
skills "
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Number of
Programs

Nationwide there are an estimated 1,701 programs, with the largest
number of programs located in the West (509) and Northeast (543).
Colleges sponsoring programs often had more than one program,
averaging 1.85 programs each (Figure 3 and Appendix Table A-3)
Larger institutions (those with 6,000 or more enrollment) averaged
2 46 programs compared with 1.49 programs for smaller institutions
(those with less than 1,500 enrollment).

Figure 3. Total number and mean number of tutoring/mentoring
programs by institution characteristics: 1989

Total number of programs by institution charactenstics

Type

Mean number
of programs*

Total

Geographic
region

tal

Lg5

Private Public

1 83 1 88

Four- Two-
year year

1 89 1 61

North Central South West

eaSt eaSt

2.00 1 48 1.97 1 89

* Excludes those institutions having no programs (see Appendix Table A-3 for mean number of institutions including those

that have no programs )
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Definition of
Tutoring and
Mentoring
Programs

but included programs in which tutoring or mentoring was a part of
a course or program requirement. The following is the text of the
definition that appeared on the survey.

The term "tutoring and mentoring programs" refers to
college sponsored programs that involve undergraduate
or graduate college students working with preschool,
elementary, or secondary schools students to help the
younger students improve their academic skills and
motivate them to continue their education. In
particular we are interested in programs that target
econornical4, disadvantaged schools or children for
their msistance. We are also including programs that
concentrate main47 on what is called "mentoring."
These programs may not have a direct academic fecus,
but are designed to provide successful role models L'rfil
to help improve self-esteem. They may have a
recreational or friendship focus rather than an
academic one. College students may participate in the
program as volunteers, as part of a course requirement,
or as paid employees.

For this survey, exclude programs in which college
students tutor other college students and adult literacy
programs. Include programs for preschool children
only if they involve tutoring or mentoring.

To be included in the study, the program had to involve tutoring or
mentoring; however, these services did not have to be the primary
service provided by the program. The screening response rate was
100 percent and the questionnaire response rate was 93 percent.
The data were weighted to produce national estimates and adjusted
tor survey nonresponse. Appendix A presents detailed tables of the
survey findings; Appendix B discusses the sample and survey
methodology; and Appendix C shows the survey questionnaire.

I -;



Prevaletwe

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

4...,ollege sponsored tutoring and mentoring programs meeting the
survey definition were found in slightly under one-third (29 percent)
of all two-and four-year colleges and universities. Of the 3,212
colleges, 921 were found to have at k ast one program (Figure 1 and
Appendix Tables A-1 and A-2). Four-year institutions more
frequently had programs than two-year institutions, with 40 percent
of four-year schools having at least one program, compared with
only 11 percent of two-year schools (Figure 1 and Appendix Table
A-2). Consequently, 84 percent of the institutions sponsoring
programs are four-year institutions, hut only 16 percent are two-year
institutions (Figure 2).

Doctoral institutions, most likely to he large institutions, also were
most likely to have programs, with 75 percent having at least one
program (Appendix Table A-2). Larger institutions were mote
likely to have programs than smaller schools, with 47 percent ot
schools with 6,000 or more enrollment having programs compared
with 21 percent of schools with less than 1,500 enrollment (Figure
I)

Figure 1. Prevalence of college sponsored tutoring/mentoring
programs for disadvantaged elementary and secondary
students by institution characteristics: 1989

All institutions

Private
Public

Four-yea;

Two-year

Less than 1,500

1,500-5,999

6,000-more

Northeast

Central
Southeast

West

29%

Control

126%

Type

140%

Institutioil enrollment

129%

Region

123%

125%

130%

137%

Percentage of institutions having at least one program

3
t e 1

147°4



Figure 2. Percentage distribution of all institutions and of
institutions having tutoring/mentoring programs by
institution characteristio: 1989

All institutions

Control

Type

Institution enrollment

4 i f;

institutions
with at least one

tutoring/mentoring program

16%
Two-year

_

it



Number of
Programs

Nationwide there are an estimated 1,701 programs, with the largest
number of programs located in the West (509) and Northeast (543)
Colleges sponsoring programs often had more than one program,
averaging 1.85 programs each (Figure 3 and Appendix Table A-3)
Larger institutions (those with 6,000 or more enrollment) averaged
2 46 programs compared with 1.49 programs for smaller institutions
(those with less than 1,500 enrollment).

Figure 3. Total number and mean number of tutoringimentoring
programs by institution characteristics: 1989

Total number of programs by institution charactenstics

Type

Mean number
of programs*

Total

TERM
1,70

Control

Geographic
region

Total

1.85

Private Public

1 83 1 88

Four- Two-
year year

1 89 1 61

North Central South West

east east

2.00 1 48 1.97 1 89

Excludes those institunons having no programs (see Appendix Table A-3 for mean number of institutions including those

that have no programs )
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Program
Focus

All of the programs included in our study provided tutoring or
mentoring services (90 percent provided tutoring and 63 percent
provided mentoring); however, not all of the programs had tutoring
or mentoring as the primary focus (Figure 4 and Appendix Tables
A-4 and A-5). Two-thirds (67 percent) identified tutoring as the
primary focus of the program and 17 percent had mentonng as a
primary focus. Another 3 percent identified diagnostic evaluation
as the primary focus and 13 percent indicated some "other" service
was primary. These "other" services included such activities as
dropout prevention, respite care, music lessons, cultural enrichment,
athletic development, therapy or counseling, preparation for test
taking, career awareness, preparation of reading specialists, and
direct intervention with young handicapped children and their
families.

Figure 4. Services provided by programs and primary service of
program: 1989

Percentage providing service1

Tutoring Mentoring Diagnostic
eval,ation

Percentage in which
service is primary focus2

3%
Diagnostic
evaluation

,13%
Other

1

All programs included in the study provided either tutonng or mertoring
2

Not all programs provided tutoring or mentonng as primary service.
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Number of
Students
Served

Programs operating in 1987-88 involved about 71,300 college
students (about 1 percent of total full-time enrollment in higher
education) serving about 240,000 elementary and secondary
students over ti,e 1987-88 school year (about .06 percent of
elementary and secondary students)h (Figure 5 and Appendix
Tables A-6 and A-7).

Figure 5. Number of participants over the 1987-88 school year

238,439

All programs

Number of students tutored/mentored

rd

161,026

Number of tutors/mentors

Primary focus of program

Tutonng

37,287

A
Mentoring

A 10,796

Diagnostic evaluation

32,173

3,775 I 1,205

Other

71,329

52,410

20f the total programs identified, about 16 percent had not been operating for the full 1987-88 year and hence did not give figures for

total served over thc 1987-88 year Percentages of higher education enrollment were based on full-time higher education enrollment ol

7 1 million for 1985 (Digest of Education Statistics 1988, p 143) and enrollment in elementary and econdary schools of 40 million (DigeAt

of Education Statmcs 1988 p
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ProgrAn Size Most tutoring and mentoring programs are small. The median
number of tutors/mentors participating in a typical week was 15 and
over the course of the year, 20 (Figure 6 and Appendix Table A-6).
For purposes of classification for this report, programs were
grouped by the number of tutors/mentors participating in a typical
week into three size groups: small programs with 8 or with fewer
tutors/mentors (35 percent of the total); medium programs with 9
to 20 tutors/mentors (32 percent of the total); and larger programs
with 21 or more tutors/mentors (33 percent of the total).

The number of students served over the course of the year was
about three times the number of tutors/mentors participating over
the year (Figure 5 and Appendix Tables A-6 and A-7). The median
number of children tutored in a typical week was 40 and over the
course of the year, 60. Just under one-third (30 percent) of the
programs tutoredjmenzored fewer than 25 students per week, and
just over one-third (35 ptrcent) served 60 or more per week (Figure
6 and Appendix Tables A-10 and A-11).

Figure 6. Distribution of program size: 1989

Percentage distribution of the:

Number of students tutored/mentored
per typical week: 1988-89

30%
Under 25
students

35%
60 or more

students

35%
25 - 59
students

Median per typical week = 10

8

Number of tutors/mentors participatin,
per typical week: 1988-89

Median per typical week = 15



Distribution
of College
Participants

As can be scen in Figure 7, while the majority of tutors/mentors
participating in a typical week attendeu public institutions (57
percent), students attending private colleges were much more likely
to be involved in tutoring/mentoring programs. Students enrolled
in private institutions make up only about 20 percent of total college
enrollment; however, 43 percent of the tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week were from private institutions.

Figure 7. Distribution of college and university enrollment and
distribution of program participants by institution
control: 1989

Percentage distribution of
institution enrollment

Participation
in 1987-88
Compared
With 1986-87

Control

Percentage distribution of tutors/mentors
participating in a typical week

Over -,,ilf of the programs (59 percent) indicated that the r umber
of tutors/mentors participating was about the same in 1987.88 as it

had been in 1986-87; 35 percent indicated that the numt er was
greater, and 7 percent that it was less than the previoes year
(Appendix Table A-12). Programs from small institutions least
frequently indicated that the number of tutors/mentors had
increased, with only 20 percent indicating the number was greater in
1987-88 than in 1986-87 compared with 44 percent for medium-sized
institutions and 41 percent for large institutions.

9 r -
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Students One-third (33 percent) of the programs indicatej there were
Waiting for students recommended for the program who v ere thiable to

participate because of a lack of tutors/mentors (Appendix Table A-Tutors/Mentors 13). This percentage was highest for larger programs (46 percent
for larger programs compared with 22 percent for smaller
programs). Of those having students recommended but unable to
participate, the median number unable to participate was 15 for
programs sponsored by small institutions and 30 for programs
sponsored by large institutifms. The national median was 20.

Program
Sponsorship

Program
Affiliation

All programs included in our study wf.--e college sponsored in some
way; however, the type of sponsorship varied by program. Almost
one-half (49 percent) were sponsored by a college division or
department (Appendix Table A-14). The remainder were about
evenly divided between sponsorship by a college public service
center (13 percent), a student organization (11 percent), or a college
administrative office (11 percent). About 16 percent indicated that
some "other unit provided primary sponsorship. Often these were
programs with strong outside sources of funding and identity such as
the Federal government, Campus Ministry, or the State Department
of Education.

Programs were also asked whether they were affiliated with any
national, regional, State or other organization concerned with
tutoring or mentoring. Of the total programs 18 percent indicated
having affiliation with a national organization, 7 percent with a
regional group, 14 percent with a State group, and 5 percent with
some other group (data not shown). Among the national
organizations mentioned were Upward Bound, Big Brother, Big
Sister, National Council of Educational Opportunity, Change, Inc.,
National Trio Programs, Boy Scouts of America, Boys and Girls
Clubs, Career Beginnings, Council of Black Independent
Institutions, National College Athletic Association, NAACP, Urban
League, WaFhington Education Project, Office of Migrant
El-cation, and the U.S. Department of Education.

c r",.
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Length of
Program
Operation

College sponsored tutoring and mentorir.g programs operating in
1989 included a range of older and newer programs with the
majority of programs (59 percent) being established since 1980
(Figure 8 and Appendix Table A-15). Forty-one percent of the
progams were operating before 1980, and 13 percent reported
beginning before 1970 (data not shown). However, 41 percent were
less than 5 years old (were established in 1985 or after) and
16 percent began only in 1988 or 1989. It would seem that there has
been an increase in the establishment of programs in the last five
years; however, since we have no data on the extent to which
programs go out of operation or are reorganized with different
names and staff, we cannot definitely conclude that there has been
an increase in recent years.

Figure 8. Percentage distribution of year tutoring/mentoring
program began operation: 1989

11



Agencies with
Which
Programs
Work

Of all programs, 86 percent worked at some time with the local
school system, 26 percent with social service agencies, 26 percent
with church groups, and 9 percent with the courts/correctional
-system (Figure 9 and Appendix Table A-16) When asked to
identify the agency with which they worked most frequently, almost
three-fourths (74 percent) worked most frequently with the school
system, 6 percent with social service agencies, 5 percent with church
groups, and less than 1 percent with the courts/correctional system

Figure 9. Agencies with which programs work: 1989

Percentage of programs
working with agency

Local Other
school
system

Social Church Courts or
service group correctional
agency system

.5%

Courts or
correctional

system

Church
group

Social
service

agency

12

Percentage of programs
working with agency

most frequently

15%
the

._ .

4%
Local school

S Stem



Tutor/
Mentor
Eligibility

NI ost colleges limit participation as tutors/mentors in the program
to students attending the sponsoring institution (77 ercent)
However, in 22 percent of the programs, all college students in the
community are eligible to serve as tutors/mentors (Figure 10 and
Appendix Table A-17A). In about one-third (36 percent) of the
programs only students frcm a particular department or division
participated. Limiting participation to a particular division was
most prevalent for programs having diagnostic evaluation as a
primary focus rather than tutoring or mentoring. Seventy-seven
percent of the programs having diagnostic evaluation as a primary
focus took tutors/mentors only from specific departments and
divisions compared with 37 percent for programs with tutoring and
28 percent for programs with mentoring as a primary focus.
Among all programs limiting eligibility to a particular department or
division, over half (56 percent) specified the Education
department/division as the one from which eligible tutors/mentors
were drawn (Appendix Table A-17B).

Figure 10. Percentage distribution of tutor/mentor eligibility: 1989
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Reasons for
Participating

Tutoring and mentoring by college students is done for a variety of
reasons. Of all programs, 40 percent indicated that the most
frequent reason students participated was as "volunteers with no
course or program requirement" (Figure 11 and Appendix Table
A-18). The remaining 60 percent were split between programs in
which students most frequently participated as "paid
tutors/mentors" (29 percent) and programs in which students most
frequently participated as "part of a course requirement" (28
percent). In 3 percent, the most frequent reason was that thL
program was required for graduation

Significant differences were found between the programs in private
and public colleges regarding the most frequent reason for
paiticipation. Programs sponsored by private colleges wer e more
likely to be volunteer programs than those sponsored by public
colleges (51 percent compared with 23 percent), while public
colleges were more likely to have students participating as paid
tutors/mentors (41 percent of public colleges compared with 20
percent of private colleges).

Figure 11. Reasons college students participate in program: 1989
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Character Lacs
of Participants

Mentoring programs were more frequently volunteer programs than
were tutoring programs. Two-thirds (67 percent) of the mentot ing
programs stated that participants most frequently were volunteers
compared with about one-third (35 percent), of tutoring programs.
Tutoring programs were about evenly split between participation as
part of a course requirement (32 percent), volunteering (35
percent), and as paid tutors (29 percent). Diagnostic :valuation
programs that involved some tutoring or nientoring were most
frequently part of a course requirement

Respondents were asked to provide certain demographic data on
the tutors/mentors and on the students who were tutored
mentored. Before presenting these data it should be noted that a
number of respondents indicated they did not keep records on the
information requested. We then asked respondents to give their
best estimates. Some caution is thus warranted in interpreting these
data

Of the total college tutors/mentors participating at any given time
respondents estimated that about 23 percent were members of a
racial/ethnic minority, 19 percent were socioeconomically
disadvantagq, and 31 percent were male (Figure 12 and Appendix
Table A-19) The corresponding median percentages were 17, 15,

and 30.

Figure 12. Characteristics of tutors/mentors and students who are
tutored/mentored: 1989
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Of the students who were tutored or mentored, 59 percent were
estimated to be members of a racial/ethnic minority, 55 percent to
be socioeconomically disadvantaged, 52 percent to be academically
disadvantaged, and 49 percent to be male (Figure 12 and Appendix
Table A-20). The corresponding median percents were higher--75,
69, 65, and 50 percent, respectively. The relatively large differences
between the median and the mean for percent minority and percent
economically disadv...ataged reflect the distribution of responses.
For example, while for most programs the percent of minorities was
very high (over 75 percent or more), thete were also programs in
some areas of the country where the percent of minorities was
almost 0, thus lowering the overall mean percentage.

Students tutored or mentored most frequently were in elementary
schools (40 percent). Five percent of the students tutored/mentored
were in preschool, 27 percent in middle/junior high, 27 percent in
senior high, and 2 percent were school dropouts (Figure 13 and
Appendix Table A-21).

Figure 13. School level of students who are tutored/mentored: 1989
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Program
Staff

Overall, 88 percent of the programs had a head coordinator and
59 percent had at least one assistant coordinator (Figure 14 and
Appendix Table A-22). The median number of assistant
coordinators was two. Programs having diagnostic evaluation as a
primary function (only 3 percent of our total progiams) least
frequently had assistant coordinators (20 percent), while 100
percent of diagnostic evaluation programs had head coordinators.

Less than one-third (29 percent) of the head coordinators and 24
percent of the assistant coordinators were full time for the project,
with most being either part-time staff or full-time staff with only a
part-time commitment to the tutoring or mentoring program
(Figure 14 and Appendix Table A-23).

The head coordinator position was most frequently filled by a
faculty member (41 percent) or an administrator (29 percent)
(Appendix Table A-23). In 18 percent of the programs, the head
coordinator was a graduate or undergraduate student. The assistant
coordinator was most frequently a graduate or undergraduate
student (43 percent).

Of the programs having head coordinators, in almost one-fifth (18
percent) the head coordinator was a volunteer with no
compensation; in 16 percent of the programs having assistant
coordinators, the assistant coordinator was a volunteer (Appendix
Table A-24). Fifty-six percent of the programs having head
coordinators compensated them through a general university salary
dnd 13 percent through a special salary for the program. Thirty-
nine percent of the assistant coordinators were compensated
through a general university salary and 20 percent through a salary
for the specific program. Stipends were given by 9 percent of the
programs for the head coordinator, and by 17 percent for the
assistant coordinators. Academic credit and tuition/fee
reimbursements were given less frequently.

Staff Responsibilities of the head coordinator most frequently involved
training or advising tutors/mentors (82 percent of programs),

Responsibilities recruiting tutors (75 percent), monitoring tutors (74 percent), and
working with the school or school administration (74 percent).
Head coordinators somewhat less frequently were involved in

working with classroom teachers (65 percent) and their
responsibilities least frequently included working with parents or
PTAs (56 percent; Appendix Table A-25). Assistant coordinators'
responsibilities were similar to those of the head coordinators;
however, they workeu with school administrators less frequently
than did head coordinators (55 percent compared to 74 percent).
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Figure 14. Program staff and time commitment: 1989
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Preservice
Training

Program
Commitment

Preservice training was provided by about three-fourths (73
percent) of the programs. Of the programs providing training, 85
percent required attendance and 15 percent made it optional
(Figure 15 and Appendix Table A-26.) While preservice training
was offered by a large number of programs, for 65 percent of the
programs the training was less than 10 hours long (Figure 15). One-
third (34 percent) of the programs providing training offered 3 or
fewer hours, and about 14 percent provided more than 20 hours.
The median length of preservice training was 6 hours.

Almost all (94 percent) of the programs expected the students to
make a commitment to the program for a soecified length of time
(Appendix Table A-27). In most cases the length of the
commitment was about one-half of the academic year. The median
number of weeks of the commitment was 15, and the mean was
19 weeks (data not shown). Most tutors/mentors (a median of
96 percent) completed this commitment.

Figure 15. Provision of preservice training and hours of training: 1989
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Places for
Program
Sessions

The "most frequent place" for tutoring/mentoring sessions to he
held was the college campus for 46 percent of the programs (Figure
16 and Appendix Table A-28). The elementary or secondary school
was the "most frequent place" for 39 percent; a community center,
for 8 percent, and the students' homes, for only 1 percent. Programs
with tutoring as a primary focus were more likely to "most
frequently" hold sessions in the elementaiy or secondary schools
than were programs with mentoring or diagnostic evaluation as a
primary focus (49 percent compared with 19 and 12 percent,
respectively).

Transportation Only about one-fourth (26 percent) of the colleges and 5 percent ot
the elementary or secondary schools provided transportation for the
tutors/mentors (Figure 16 and Appendix Table A-29). More
frequently transportation was provided by the tutors/mentors
themselves (66 percent). Mentoring programs more frequently had
transportation provided by the college than did tutoring programs
(42 percent compared with 23 percent). Reimbursement for
providing transportation was not frequent, with only 21 percent ot
programs in which tutors/mentors provided transportation
indicating that they reimbursed the tutors/mentors.

Figure 16. Most frequent place for tutoringhnentoring sessions
and provision of transportation: 1989
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Types of
Sessions

Eghty-nine percent of the programs had some one-on-one
tutoring/mentoring sessions as part of their program; 69 percent
had so..-Ie small group sessions, and 43 percent had some larger
group sessions (Figure 17 and Appendix Table A-30). When asked
which type of session was most frequent, 61 percent indicated that
one-on-one sessions were most frequent, 22 percent that small
group sessions were most frequent, and 17 percent that larger group
sessions were most frequent. Larger group sessions were more
frequently used by mentoring programs than tutoring programs
(37 percent of mentoring compared with 8 percent of tutoring).

Figure 17. Types of tutoring/rnentoring sessions: 1989
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Time Spent
Tutoring and
Mentoring

The median number of hours college students spent tutoring or
mentoring per week was 3 (Figure 18 and Appendix Table A-31). In
37 percent of programs, tutors/mentors spent 2 or fewer hours
tutoring or mentoring and in about one-third of the programs
tutors/mentors spent 5 or more hours. Larger programs more
frequently had tutors/mentors spending fewer hours per week than
did smaller programs. For example, in 45 percent of the programs
with 21 or more tutors/mentors participating in a typical week, the
tutors/mentors spent 2 or fewer hours per week compared with only
25 percent of programs with 8 or fewer tutors/mentors.

Figure 18. Usual hoPirs spent tutoring/mentoring: 1989
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Usual Number
of Studemts Per
Tutor/Mentor

The median usual number of students per tutor/mentor was three
(Figure 19 and Appendix Table A-32). One-third of the
tu.3rs/mentors had only one student, and 36 percent had five or
more students. Consistent with the number of hours spent,
tutors/mentors in small programs also had a larger number of
students. The median number for programs with 8 or fewer
tutors/mentors was 5 compared with 1 for programs with 21 or
more tutors/mentors.

Figure 19. Number of students per tutor/mentor: 1989
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Length of
Operation
During the
Year

Length of
Participation

Programs included in the study varied in the length of time the
program operated during the year. Most programs operated
throughout the academic semester/quarter year, with semester
colleges averaging 15 weeks of operation per semester and quarter
colleges averaging 10 weeks of operation per quarter (Figure 20).
About 45 percent of programs reported operating in the summer
months, and 4 percent operated only in the summer. Programs
operating only in the sum- --r averaged 6 weeks in length. A few
programs (2 percent of the total) were designed to be only 1 day
long.

It is helpful to keep this variation in length of program operation in
mind when considering 'he percentage of students estimated to
remain in the progam for various lengths of time. Overall, a mean
of 8 percent of students remained in the program for less than I

month, 34 percent for 1-4 months, 28 percent for 5-12 months, and
11 percent for more than 1 year (Figure 20 and Appendix Table A-
33).

Figure 20. Length of time students who are tutored/mentored stay
in the program and length of program operation: 1989
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Staff Meeting
with and
Monitoring of
Tutors/
Mentors

A large percentage (80 percent) of programs reported staff meeting
with tutors/mentors on a regular basis (Figure 21 and Appendix
Table A-34). Just over half (53 percent) met weekly, 20 percent
biweekly, 20 percent monthly, and 7 percent less than monthly.
Tutors/mentors were required to report in writing in 48 percent of
the programs, encouraged to report in writing in 19 percent of the
programs, and were not asked to report in writing in 33 percent of
the programs.

Monitoring of tutors/mentors (defined as direct observation of
tutors/mentors for the purpose of improving tutoring/mentoring)
was done by almost three-fourths of the programs (72 percent).
About half of the programs (52 percent) reported monitoring
weekly, 14 percent biweekly, 24 percent monthly, and 11 percent less
than monthly

Figure 21. Tutor/mentor meeting with staff, reporting of experiences,
and monitoring by program staff: 1989
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Distribution
of Time Spent

For programs having tutoring as a primary focus, on average most
of the tutors' time was spent on basic skills remediation (59 percent)
or homework assistance (28 percent; Figure 22 and Appendix Table
A-35). However, in tutoring programs some time was also allotted
to recreational and cultural activitis (on average, 8 percent
recreational and 4 percent on other activities). As would be
expected, programs with mentoring as the primary focus had the
largest average percentage of time spent on recreation or cultural
activities (39 percent) and other activities (30 percent). However,
programs with mentoring as a primary focus also spent some
percentage of time on basic skills (21 percent) and homework
assistance (10 percent).

Figure 22. Average percentage of tutor/mentor time spent on selected
activities by program primary focus: 1989
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Incentives for
Tutor/Mentor
Participation

As discussed earlier in this report, students participated in

tutoring/mentoring programs under a variety of auspices and for a
variety of reasons-- as volunteers, as paid employees, or as part of a
course or graduation requirement. As shown in Figure 11 and
Appendix Table A-18, in at least some of the programs, students
may participate in the sante program under different auspices (e.g.,
some may be fulfilling a course requirement and others
volunteering).

When asked which incentives were provided by their prop-am,
42 percent of the programs indicated that academic credit was given
and 35 percent that a cash stipend was provided (Figure 23 and
Appendix Table A-36). Tuition or fee reimbursements were given
in 9 percent of the programs. Other types of incentives included a
special recommendation to potential employers or schools, given in
56 percent of the programs; certificate of recognition, ghit-,11 in 32
percent of the programs; and dinners or parties, given in 40 percent
of the programs

Figure 23. Incentives for college students' participation in
tutoring/mentoring program: 1989
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Program
Budgets

Sources of
Funding

Survey information on program budgets is limited because almost
half (48 percent) of the programs did not have a separate
identifiable budget apart from the overall general institution
program budget (Appendix Table A-37). Furthermore, of those
having an identifiable budget, 13 percent shared the
tutoring/mentoring budget with other activities. Budgets also varied
considerably in the types of costs included. Keeping these
limitations in mind, of those institutions having an identifiable
budget, one-third (34 percent) of the programs had budgets of less
than $10,000 and 19 percent had budgets of over $150,000
(Appendix Table A-38) The median budget size was $30,000
(Appendix Table A-37).

Much of the variation in budget size directly reflects the variation in
items included in the budget (Appendix Table A-39). For example,
the median budget of programs having mentoring as a primary
function was $4,225 compared with $30,000 for programs with
tutoring as a primary function (Appendix Table A-37), and only
28 percent of mentoring programs included tutor/mentor
compensation compared with 59 percent of tutoring programs
(Appendix Table A-39).

The median budget for smaller programs (with 8 or fewer
tutors/mentors) was surprisingly high--$60,000 compared with only
$18,000 for larger programs (with 21 or more tutors/mentors)
(Appendix Table A-37). This difference occurred because a larger
percentage of the small programs had paid tutors/mentors (who
also worked tor more hours) than did the large programs
(74 percent of budgets of small programs included tutor/mentor
compensation compared with 31 percent of large programs; data not
shown). Overall, somewhat over half (55 percent) of the budgets
included tutor/mentor compensation, and 64 percent includLJ
coordinator salary (Appendix Table A-39).

Programs were asked to indicate whether each o weral possible
funding sources provided funds for their programs and then to
indicate which source prov:ded the largest amount of program
funding. Overall, 61 percent received institutional funding (Figure
24 and Appendix Table A-40). Private foundations supported 25
percent of the programs and 24 percent received funds from
individuals. Twenty-one percent of programs received support from
the Federal government and 21 percent received State support.
Other sources of funding inciuded student fund raising efforts (16
percent), local school systems (12 percent), businesses (12 percent),
and local governments (5 percent)
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Figure 24_ Nonrces of funding for tutoring/mentoring programs: 1989
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While 40 percent of programs identified the institution as the
largest source of funding, over half (60 percent) identified sources
other than the institution as the largest source of funding. Eighteen
percent of the programs received the largest percentage of their
funding from the Federal government, 13 percent from the State,
7 percent from private foundations, 6 percent from individuals,
2 peicent from the local school system, 2 percent from student fund
raising, 1 percent each from businesses and local governments, and
10 percent from "other" sources (Figure 24 and Appendix Table A-
40).



Identification
of Goals

Respondents were first asked to identify the goals of their program
and then later in the survey to evaluate their succ-!ss in meeting the
goals. Looking first at their goals for students serve0, as can be seen
from Figure 25 and Appendix Table A-41, the most frequently cited
goals were improving self-esteem (92 percent), improving basic
skills (91 percent), and providing role models (86 percent). More
specialized goals were chosen less frequently. These included
improving vocational skills (21 percent), assisting the talented and
gifted (34 percent), and providing recreational or cultural
opportunities (54 percent).

When asked to select only one primary goal, just under two-thirds
(61 percent) indicated that improving basic skills was their primary
goal for students who are tutored or mentored. The next most
frequently chosen primary goals were improving self-esteem, chosen
by 12 percent, and providing role models, chosen by 8 percent. Five
percent indicated that preventing dropouts was the primary goal and
2 percent indicated that it was assisting the talented and gifted.
Only 1 percent indicated that providing recreational and cultural
opportunities was the primary goal, indicating that even for
programs spending much of their time on recreational or cultural
activities, the primary goal is expressed in terms of self-esteem or
role models.

Respondents were also asked to identify zr,als tor the
tutors/mentors. As shown in Figure 25 and Appendix Table A-42,
77 percent indicated that providing practical experience in their
field was a goal, and almost as many (71 percent) indicated that
developing a commitment to public service was a goal. Fifty-four
percent indicated that exposure to a non-campus experience wa.7 a
goal.

When asked to select the primary goal for tutors/mentors, just over
half indicated that practical experience in a professional field was
the primary goal; about one-third (30 percent) selected developing a
commitment to public service; and 5 percent chose providing
exposure to a non-campus experience as the primary goal. Thirteen
percent indicated that a goal other than those listed was primary
Among the items mentioned were employment/earning money,
developing/practicing religious commitment, part of class
requirement, friendship, developing self-esteem, global service,
providing exposure to immigrants, and serving the less privileged.
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Evaluation of
Success in
Meeting
Goals

When asked to evaluate success in meeting their goals for students
who are tutored/mentored, respondents most frequently rated
themselves as "successful or very successful" in providing role
models (90 percent), providing exposure to college (82 percent), and
improving self-esteem (80 percent4; Figure 25 and Appendix Table
A-43). Improving basic skills (chosen as a goal by 91 percent and
most frequently chosen as the primary goal of the programs) was
rated as successful or highly successful by about 74 percent of
respondents.

Figure 25. Program evaluation of success in meeting goals: 1989

Percentage

having Percentage
as the having

pnmary as a

goal goal
Goals for students who are tutored/mentored

Providing role models

Providing exposure to college

Improving self-esteem

Improving basic skills

Providing recreational or cultural opportunities

Assisting talented and gifted

Preventing dropouts

Improving vocational skills

8

6

12

61

86

63

92

91

1 54

2 34

5 67

1 21

Goa Ls for tutors/mentors

Providing oractical experience in a professional field 52 77

Providing exposure to a non-campus experience 5 54

Developing commitment to public service 10 71

*Includes only programs indicating item u aN a goal of the program

Percentage indicating they are
successful or very successful

(Rating of "4" or "5" on a 1-5 scale)*

4
Respondents were askco io raft sullt:S.1 in meeting program goals on d Sld IC of 1 to 5 yoth "1' = "not suu.cssfur and '5" = "%er;

successful Percentage% n. portt d arc t 4 the percentage ping a ratIng of "4" or "C

; I



Evaluation of
Program
Needs

Respondents less frequently rated themselves as successful in
preventing dropouts (47 percent), but dropout prevention had been
chosen a primary goal by only 5 percent of the respondents
(Appendix Tabic A-41); improving vocational skills was least
f.equently chosen as a goal and also least frequently rated as
successful (42 percent).

Looking at goals for tutors/mentors, most programs rated
themselves as "successful" or "very successful" in each of the three
areas rated. Eighty-six percent gave high ratings to the program for
providing practical experience in a professional field, 84 percent for
pr:widing exposure to a non-campus experience, and 77 percent for
developing a commitment to public service (Figure 25 and Appendix
Table A-43)

As a concluding question, respondents were asked to evaluate a
series of items on a 1 to 5 scale in which "1" indicated that the item
was "not a problem or current need" and "5" indicated that the item
was a "high need for additional resources/improvement." As can be
seen from Figure 26 and Appendix Table A-45, overall the three
most frequently cited areas of high need were transportation,
physical space, and coordination with parents. Transportation was
rated as a high need by mentoring programs, with 41 percent of
these programs assigning transportation a "4" or "5" rating. Tutoring
programs most frequently gave physical space (32 percent) and
coordination with parents (31 percent) a high rating. Few
respondents rated retention of tutors/mentors (10 percent) or
retention of students who were tutored/mentored (14 percent) as
an area of high need (Figure 26)
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Figure 26. Evaluation of program needs: 1989

Percentage rating item as having a "high need for additional resources/improvement"*

Transportation

Physical space

Coordination with parents

Coordination with classroom teachers

Learning or recreational materials

Recruitment of tutors/mentors

Targeting students most in need

Training for tutors/mentors

Program evaluation

Cuiriculum for those tutored/mentored

Tutor/mentor monitoring

Retention of students tutored/mentored

Retention of tutors/mentors

Transportation

Physical space

Coordmauon with parents

Coordination with classroom teachers

Learning or recreational materials

Recruitment of tutors/mentors

Targeting students most in need

Training for tutors/mentors

Program evaluation

Curnculum for those tutored/mentored

Tutor/mentor momtoring

Retention of students tutored/mentored

Retention of tutors/mentors

0.0=111.1111.Mill%
0.1.1111111111.6M 32%

26%

21%

2

27%

4%

31%

27%

M1111111111011.111rni%25%

1 %

20%
21%

21%
25%

41%

Primary focus of program

Mentoring

Thtoring

Respondents rated aspeLts on a scale of 1 to 5 with "1" = "not a problem or current need" and "5" = "highneLd

for additional rewurcesfimprovement Figure includes pert entage giving a rating of "4" or "5"

31



APPENDIX A

Detailed Tables

A- I



Table A-1 Total number ot iniitutions, etai numberof trisOiutions with tutoring/mentoring programs 4n11

total number of programs by institution characteristic, 1989 (weighted and unweighted data)

Institution

characteristic

Total colleges

and universities

Total with tutoring/

mentoring )rograms

rota! number

of programs

Unsscighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unsseighted Weighted

All institutions ,536 3,212 211 921 419 1,701

Institution control

Private _23 1,751 91 sit, 180 984

Public 113 1 461 120 382 133 717

Institution type

Fouri,ear 1,927 18t) 776 3'5 1,470

Baccalaureate 99 6% 4o 17-^ 56 457

Comprehensive 124 420 71 224 140 458

Doctoral 81 160 02 124 162 343

Specialized 65 645 I 3 IS 1 17 212

I ssc-year 285 25 134 44 21'

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 164 1,624 10 147 54 51'

1 500 - 5,999 152 971 54 7s1 82 407

6 000 or more 220 615 121
191 1S1 717

Institution geographic region

Northeast 152 897 65 271 114 543

Central 137 885 43 207 71 307

Southeast 109 698 41 173 91 341

West 138 731 60 169 122 509

SOL R( I Higher Lducation Surveys, ( ollege Sponsored I utoring and Mentoring Pmgranis for Disadvantaged I lernentars, and

scc )ndary Students, IlLS 12, National Science foundation, Mal, 199)
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Table A -7. Distribution of institutions and tutolingjmentoring programs, and percentage ot institutions
having at least one program by institution characteristics: 1989

Institut Ii

Percentage distribution of

Percentage 01
colleges and
universities

College and universities

characte- tic Total having at least

Total
Those having
at least one

program

programs one program

All programs 100 100 100 29
(1,212) (921) (1,701) (921)

Institution control

Private 55 59 58 31
Public

42 26

Institution type

Four-year 60 84 86 40

Baccalaureate 22 30 27 40
Comprehensive 13 24 27 53
Doctoral 5 14 20 75
Specialized 20 16 12 23

Two-ycar 40 16 14 11

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 51 38 30 21
1,500-5,999 30 31 27 29
6,000 or more 19 32 42 47

Institution geographic region

Northeast 28 29 32 30
Central 28 23 18 23
Southeast 12 19 20 25
West 23 29 30 37

SOIJITr7F Higher Educatton Surveys. College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentormg Programs for DIsadantaged Elementary and
Secondary Students, 11ES 12, National Scitnce Foundation, May 1()90
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Table A-3 Distribution of number and mean number of tutoring/mentoring programs by instaution
characteristics: 1989

Institution
characteristic

Percentage distribution
of number of programs

Mean number
of progams

1 2-4 5 or
more

Includes
those
having

no
programs

Excludes
those
having

no
programs

All institutions .... 71 16 11 2 53 1.85

Institution control

Private ........ 69 111 11 2 56 1 83

Public

lnstitution type

74 14 11 1 49 1 8e,

Four-year 60 16 3 76 1 cl9

Baccalaureate . 60 26 12 1 66 1 65

Comprehensive . 47 27 22 5 1 00 2.04

Doctoral 15 23 40 12 2.07 2.76

Specialized 77 14 9 33 140

Tv.o-year 8') 7 4 18 1 61

Institution enroliilient

Less than 1,500 79 13 8 1 49

1,500-5,999 71 20 7 1 48 1 65

6,000 or more ,

institution geographi( region

51 17 25 6 1 17 2 46

Northeast 70 18 10 61 2.00

Central . . 77 1 7 6 35 1 48

Southeast... .. 75 13 10 49 1,97

West.. . .. 63 16 19 70 1.89

'I ess than 5 perLent

m RC( Higher 1-ducation SurLevs, C orcgc Sponsored lutoring and Mentoring Pr,grarns tor Disadvantaged Flementary and

Secondary Stud( nts, 12, National Suer-ne I.oundation, May 1990



Table A-4. Services provided by tutoring/mentoring programs by institution and program characteristics
1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage providing service

Tutoring Mentoring
Diagnostic
evaluation

All programs ...... ... 90 03 42

Institution control

Private 92 04 35
Public 86 63 52

Institution type

Four-year ..... .. 91 02 41

Baccalaureate .. 96 60 38
Comprehensive. . 88 61 42
Doctor21 84 71 34
Specialized.... 98 51 00

Two-year. ... 80 74 46

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 ... 95 59 43
1,500-5,999 ..... ... 88 69 45
6,000 or more 87 03 40

Institution geographic region

Northeast..... . 84 67 36
Central 97 74 46
Southeast 95 59 38
West 87 56 49

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 100 54 43
Mentoring 56 1(X) 19
Diagnostic evaluation 100 12 100
Other. 75 74 51

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 89 55 53
9-20 90 67 41
21 or more 90 68 11

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored "I utormg and Mentoring Programs for Disathantaged 1 leminlars, dod

Secondary Students, 11LS 12, National cience foundation. May PM



Table A-5 Primary semce focus of program by institution and program characteristics 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution of primary service focus

Tutoring Mentormg
Diagnostic
evaluation Other

All programs... 67 17 3 13

Institution control

Private 75 15 2 8

Public... 56 19 5 20

Institution type

Four-year 70 I 3 11

Baccalaureate .. 74 14 4 8

Comprehensie 61 19 5 16

Doctoral.. .. 62 24 1 14

Sp ialized .. 51 , 3 4

Two-year 53 21 25

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 . 83 9 1 7

1,500-5,999 ... . 60 1') 6 16

6,000 or more .... 60 11 3 16

Institution geographic region

Northeast...... 62 21 3 12

0..mtral... , . 78 11 , 8

Southeast 64 20 4 12

West.. .. . .
N) 1 1 1 18

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less.. 61 1 2 4 23

9-20... ... 75 15 7

21 or more.. 67 2 7

Lcss thdn 5 pencnt

I Higher I duLation `Nunevs, College Nponst,red 1 utonng and Mentoring .1'ngr,in), lor nts.h.1,intJgct1 1 lementan, and

SeLondjry `Ntudents, 111,', 12, National ',kit nce hiundation, Nihn, l',90
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Table A-6. Total number and median number of tutors/mentors participating in a program in a typical week
and over the 1987-88 year by institution 2nd program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

In a typical week Over the 1987-88 year*

Total
number

Median
per program

Total
number

Median
per program

All programs.........

Institution control

45,880 15 71,329 70

Private. . 23,848 15 30,884
Public.... 22,032 14 40,445

Institution type

Four-year

17

21

41,278 15 66,608 20

Baccalaureate. 9,531 16 12,587 20
Comprehensive 13,930 10 23,513 15
Doctoral,...... 13,541 20 21,277 30
Specialized 4,727 15 9,231 15

Two-year. 4.151 11 4,720 20

Institution znrollment

Less than 1,500. 8,830 12 10,92 / 15
1,500 5,999 14,915 15 22,642 20
6,000 or more .. 22,135 15 37,760 25

Institution geographic region

Northeast . 13,722 15 18,150 20
Central ..... . 9,820 15 17,648 21
Southeast.. . 8,860 13 12,714 20
West-. ... . 13,478 I S 22,817 I S

Primary focus of program

Tutoring ..... 33,540 15 52,410 20
Mentoring...... 8,237 17 10,7% 26
Diagnostic evaluation 916 18 1,205 20
Other 2,793 () 5,055 12

'Figures include only programs operating in 1987-88

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys. t. ollcge Sponsored 1 utoring anJ Mcntoring Programs tor Disathantagcd 1 Icrncniars and
Secondary Students, IlLS 12, National Science 1 oundation. May l)

IT"
. t
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Table A-7. Total number and median number of students tutored/mentored in a typical week and over the

1987-88 year by Institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

In a typical week Over the 1987-88 year1

Total ,
number'

Median
per program

Total
number'

Median
per program

All programs

Institution control

...... .... 128,505 40 238,439 60

Private 55,712 37 '.03,359 50

Public 72,794 45 134,880 75

Institution type

Four-year 110,278 40 194,831

Baccalaureate.... 18,947 32 41,257

Comprehensive 36,667 45 74,445

Doctoral 28,162 47 43,898
SpecialLed 26,501 40 33,232

Two-year ...... .... 18,228 45 43,607 80

55

50
6t,
60
50

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500.... 24,180 30 52,406 50

1,500 - 5,999 45,829 45 75,712 60

6,000 or more 58,497 45 110,320 65

Institution geographic region

Northeast 32,300 40 78,459 50

Central 20,095 32 53,017 56

Southeast... ...... . 21,889 45 26,908 60

West ....... ..... 54,221 45 80,055 75

Primary focus of program

Tutoring. 85,657 40 161,026 o0

Mentormg 24,132 40 37,287 45

Diagnostic evaluation ..... 1,386 30 3,775 50

Other 16,733 45 32,173 62

1 Figures include only programs operating in 1987-88

2Al! numbers do not sum to total because of missing data

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored 1 uv)ring and Memormg Programs f )1 Disadamaged I lenicntary and

Secondary Students, IIES 12, National Science Foundation, May PNO
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Table A-8. Distribution of the number of tutors/mentors participating in a typical week by institutioa
characteristics. 1989

Institution and
program charactenstics

Pcrcentage distribution of number of
tutors/mentors in a typical week

8 or less 9 - 20 21 or more

Ail programs. . 35 32 33

Institution control

Private. 35 33 32
Public....., 35 31 34

Institution type

Four-yez.r 14 32

Baccalaureate . 14 31 35
Comprehensi.a: 38 32 30
Doctoral 25 29 46
Specialized. 42 18

Two-year 41 1 1

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 43 33 24
1,500 5,999.... 15 32 33
6,000 or morc . 2,) 11 40

Institution geographic
region

Northeast ......
Central ...... ... . 10 31 ;7
Southeast. . 16 14 10
West 38 27 15

Primary focus of program

Tutoring.... ... .. 32 30 32
Mentoring ... .. 26 30 44
Diagnostic evaluation J, 21 37
Other 64 19 18

SOURC1. Higher Bducation Surveys, College Sponsored I utormg dnd Mento,mg Programs for Dtsathantagcd I ernent.M, and
Secondary Students, Ill S 12, tiattonal Skaerke l'oundation, May 1990
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Table A-9 Distribution of thc number of tutors/mentors participating oer the 1987-88

year by institution and program characteristics 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution of number of
tutors/m?ntors over the 1987-8,S years

10 oi less 11 30 30 or more

All programs 41 34)

Institution control

30 45 25

Public 17

Institution type

Four-year 41 31)

Baccllaureate
Compri aensise i7

Doctoral 19 47

Spccialued 44) s

1).0-year 40 29

Institution enrollnknt

Lcss than 1,500 1-) 4S 17

1.500 - 5,999 2 44) 11

6,000 or more 25 :t 44)

Institution geographic
region

Northeast ;; 41 27

Central 19 24

Soul he ast 26 1S 1t)

West -
14

Primary focus of program

Tutoring. 1-._, 4 ; 10

Mentoring . 24 3S

Diagnostic evaluation 2() .-L 12

Other.... .. 47 ',4 I)

'Figures include only programs operating m 191.1

s0L RCI Itigher Education `NurNevs C ollege Ton,ored 1 utormg and Mentoring Program, t,,r 1 )1,.1thaniag-1 IdIrICV! :Ild

`..,econdar `+tudet 111,S 12, National i undation, Mdo PPN)

A- I I
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Table A-10 Distribution of the number of students who were tutored/mentored in a typical week by
institution and program characteristics 1989

Percentage distribution of (he number of students
tutored/mentored in a typical week

Institution and
program characteristics

Und.2r 25 - st) 60 or more

All programs

Institution control

-2A 35

Prwate 1' 18 10
Public 11 42

Institution type

Four-year It ;-t

Baccalaureate 1S 40
Comprehenswe 27 37
Doctoral 3' 18

SpecialiP.d 27 43

Tv.o-year 25 14, 19

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,5(X) '.. ;o 2t)
1,500 - 5,999. 25 17 18
6,000 or more --,,

_ , 14 40

Institution geographic region

Northeast 24 4S ii
Central .

Southeast 14

Wcst ... 11 '

Primary focus of program

Tutoring. 11 ti
Mentoring..
Diagnostic evaluation 4 4

Other. 2t) 4s

ot WA: nigher I dut anon Sur+cvN ollegt I utiiring 1 \I ifling hop Hns, HI- I ii,g 1 I, int r11 in

`Ncrondarv Yudenti., III 12 National St icrke I iiwidatiiin, Ma. ii/xi
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Table A-11. Distribution of the number of students who were tuiored/mentored over the 1987-88 year by

institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution of the number of students
tutored/mentored mer 1987-88 year*

Under 40 40 - 89 90 or more

All programs ...... 12 35 33

Institution control

Private .. 19 ;5
11Public.... 44

Institution type

Four-year. . 11 4 32

Baccalaureate . 19 17 24

Comprehensive . 27 15 19

Doctoral . 29 10 41

Specialind . 40 36 2c

Two-year.. 22 37 41

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 42 41 18

1,500 - 5,999 . 33 17

6,000 or more 25 11 44

Institutiou geographic region

Northeast 1 i 30 17

Central ... .
15 17 2S

Southeast. 11 37 12

West..... 29 3( 15

Primary focus of program

Tutoring... 11 36 3 1

Mentormg. .. 16 IQ 15

Diagnostic evaluation 26 1-1 30

Ocher 11 37 10

'Figures include only programs operating in 19ti7418

SoURC1. I ligher I.ducation Surveys, ( ollcgc Sporr.ored I utoring and Nicntoriag Program,. tor d 1 lcmr, mar\

Secondary StudenR, 111,S 12, National Sr_ retire I oundation, Ma Pr'n

A-I3



Table A-12. The number of tutorrimentors participating in program in 1987-88 compared with 1986-87 by
institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution ol number of
tutors/mentors in 1987-88 compared

with 1986-87'

Greater About the
same

Less

All programs. 35 59

Institution control

Private. 34 57
Public. 35 62

Institution type

Four-year 57

7

( )

3

7

Baccalaureate -16 61 1_.

Comprehensive 45 50 5
Doctoral 40 57 3
Specialized 17 59 24

Two-year 24 74

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500. 20 67 13
1,500-5,999..... ..... . 44 55 1

6,000 or more.... 41 S4 S

Institution geographic region

Northeast....... 47 43 10
Central... ..... . 33 65
Southeast ..... 37 57 ()

West... 24 (,() 6

Primary focus of program

Tutoring . .. 32 (A) 8
Mentoring 49 47 4
Diagnostic evaluation 14
Other 17

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 32 60 8
9-20. 24 72 4
21 or more . 47 47 7

'Excludes programs begun aticr 19t(!)

SOU MI Higher I ducation Su rscss, ollege Sponsorcd I utormg and 11cnioring Program,. lor 1)r,adantaged I 1(.111011dr\ and
Secondary Students, III S 12, National SI. ierhe 1 wndat in, 'N.laN
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Table A-13. Students recommended for program but not abie to participate because of lack of tutors/mentors
by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage of programs
having students

recommended but not
able to participate
because of lack of

tutors/mentors

Median number
not able to
participate
because of

lack of
tutors/mentors*

All programs 33 20

Institution control

Private 32 20

Public 34 30

!nstitution type

Four-year 34 20

Baccalaureate 32 15

Comprehensive 34 25

Doctoral 39 25

Specialized... .. 10

Two-year 2 7 30

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500.... ..... . 25 15

1,500-5,999 31 20

6,000 or more 40 30

Institution geographic region

Northeast 35 25

Central 47 20

Southeast 29 15

West 24 20

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 136 20

Mentoring 32 30

Diagnostic evaluation 46 30

Other 13 20

Number of tutors/mentors participatmg
in a typical week

8 or less ...... ..... ..

9 - 20

-,-,

32

15

20

21 or more ......... .. ... 46 30

'Median based on responses from the 33 percent indicating there were students not able to participate hecause of lack of

tutors/mentors

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored I utormg and Mentoong Programs for Pd,,adantaged E ementars and

Secondary Students, 111.ti 12, National Science foundation, May 090

A-15



Table A-14. Tutoring and mentoring program sponsorship by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution of primary
sponsoring unit within the institution

Public University
service Student College admini-
center organiza- division/ strative Other
in the

university
tion department office

All programs ... . . . .. 13 11 49 11 16

Institution control

Private 13 15 45 12 14
Public 13 5 55 9 18

Institution type

Four-year.... 12 12 50 10 15

Baccalaureate ... 8 14 56 11 12
Comprehensive 15 7 60 6 12
Doctoral 21 18 35 6 20
Specialized . 1 14 41 23 21

Two-year 17 1 44 18 20

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 . 5 12 51 17 15
1,500-5,999.... 19 12 47 10 13
6,000 co: more ... .. 16 1() 49 7 IF

Institution geographic region

Northeast . ... 19 9 44 14 15
Central 8 9 51 23 10
Southeast 8 17 51 6 17
West 12 10 52 5 21

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 11 10 52 11 15
Mentoring 20 21 36 11 11

Diagnostic evaluation * ' 76 * 25
Other 13 3 45 13 25

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 11 5 47 14 22
9-20 7 13 48 14 18
21 or more 20 15 53 6 6

'Less than 3 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored lutonng and Mentonng hog ams for Disadvantaged Elementary and

Secondary Students, Ilf ,S 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-15. Year tutoring/mentoring program first began operating by institution and program
characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage distribution of y;r
program began operating

Before
1980

1980-

1984

1985-
1987

After
1987

All programs 41 18 25 16

Institution control

Private 46 17 21 16

Public 36 18 30 16

Institution type

Four-year 46 17 22 16

Baccalaureate 47 19 20 14

Comprehensive 33 18 26 22

Doctoral 42 12 25 20

Specialized 75 16 9

Two-year 15 23 46 17

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 52 20 18 11

1,500-5,999 42 13 32 13

6,000 or more 33 19 26 22

Institution rographic region

Northeast 31 17 29 23

Central 43 22 23 12

Southeast. 44 10 26 19

West 49 20 22 9

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 47 16 23 14

Mentoring 27 16 32 25

Diagnostic evaluation 49 25 12 14

Other 28 26 32 15

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 35 16 31 17

9-20 45 11 21 23

21 or more 46 26 22 7

'Less than i percent

SOURCE Higher alucation Surveys, College Sponsored Tutonng and Mentonng Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and
Secondary Students, HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-16. Agencies with which program works by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Agencies with
which program works

All
programs

Institution Primary focus of program

Control Type

Private Public Four-
year

Two-

year

Tutoring Mentoring Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Percentage of programs working with agency

Local school system 86 84 90 85 96 88 79 88 86
Social service agency 26 25 27 26 27 25 27 12 11

Courts/correctional s; stem 9 9 10 8 19 9 6 * 11

Church group 26 30 21 26 28 27 27 12 24
Other 30 33 27 32 22 29 33 39 10

Percentage distributron of agencies with which
program warks most frequently

Local school system 74 67 S4 72 91 76 62 76 SO

Social service agency 6 8 1 6 2 4 16 * 4

Courts/correctional system ' * 2

Church group 5 8 5 5 8

Other . 15 17 13 16 8 15 13 24 16

'Less than 5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programk, for Disathantaged I lernentary and Nc«)ndm Stud(nt,"

HES 12, Natioral Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-17A Tutor/mentor eligibility for program participation by institution and program

characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Peicentage distribution of
tutor/mentor eligibility

A:I
college

students in
community

All
students

in

institution

Only
students from
a particular
division or
department

All programs. 22 41 36

Institution control

Private 22 47 31

Public.. ....... 23 33 43

Institution type

Four-year 21 41 38

Baccalaureate . 21 47 32

Comprehensive. 18 36 46

Doctoral__ ..... 31 38 31

Specialized 14 43 43

Two-year..... 29 42 29

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,5(10 . . 11 46 41

1,500-5,999 28 43

6,000 or more 26 36 38

Institution geographic region

Northeast... 23 44 33

Central... 20 45 35

Southeast ..... lt) 42 33

West .. .
-)-) 35 41

Primary focus of program

Tutoring... .. 21 42 37

Mentoring . .. 311 42 28

Diagnostic evaluation ...... 12 12 77

Other 24 41 35

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less... 20 44 It)

9 20 24 39 37

21 or more 24 44) 34)

SOURCE. Higher Lducation Suiveys, College Sponsored I utonng and Mentoring Programs tor Disathantaged I lemma!) and

Secondary Students, III S 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-17B. Specific department or divisions from which students are eligible to participate (excludes cases in whiLh all
divisions/departments are eligible) by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Institution and

program charactensocs

Percentage distribution of dwisions or departments specified if otdy

certain departments or divisions are eligible for participation

Business Education Engineering

Mathe matics/

Computer

Science

Science
Social Social

Science Work Other

Mc r

than one

division/

department

All programs 56 4 1 1 1 1 20 17

Institution control

Pnvatc 57 4 1 1 16
Public 1 54 3 1 1 1 2 24 12

Institution type

Four-year 55 1 1 1 1 1 19 19

Baccalaureate 68 12 20
Comprehensive 60 S 1 I 3 Is 9

Doctoral 33 4
Specialized 41 6 51

rwo-year 3 65 24

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 54
12 34

1.500-5,999 63 14 6 17
6,000 or more 1 53 2 2 28 I()

Institution geographic region

Nort heast 55 11 1 1 4 21 S

Central -6 17 6
Sout heast 50 38 8
West 48 2 1 1 11 16

Pnmary focus of program

Tutonng 62 1
1 1 17 17

Mentonng 28 10 3 1 1 40 s

Diagnostic evaluation 74
11 I s

Other 1 40 8 'I 1 20 21

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 28 7 3 26 34
9 - 20 1 77 1 1 20 1
21 or more 69 1

1 4 14 12

'Less than .5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys. College Sponsored tutoring and Mentormg Program, for Disadsantaged Hementary and SewnlarN
Students, IIES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-18. Reasons students participate in the program by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Reason All
programs

Institution Primary focus of program

Cont rol

Private Public Four-

year

Type

Two-
year

Tutoring Mentonng Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

As part of a course
requirement

As a program required
for graduation

As volunteers with no
course or program
requirement

As paid tutors/mentors

As part of a course
requirement

As a program required
for graduation

As volunteers with 116

course or program
requirement

As paid tutors/mentors

Percentage of programs indicating item is
among the reasons students participate in program

44 4S 41 46 32 .19 31 75 ,s

19 IS 20 20 12 11 7 37 II

55 62 45 54 61 51 76 60

39 10 51 17 51 18 28 41 SS

Percentage distribution of most frequent
reason students participate in program

IS -is 32 28 28 -32 17 S3

3 4 3 4 1 3 2 21 2

40 SI 1/ 41 29 3; 67 IS

29 20 41 27 4' 29 14 2s 46

1.ess than 5 percent
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Table A-18. Reasons students participate in the program by institution and program characteristics. l989--
Confirmed

Reason All
programs

Number of tutors/mentors
participating in a

typical week

8 or

less
9 - 20 21 or

fll 0 re

Institution geographic region

North-

east
Central South-

cast
West

As part of a course requirement
As a program required for
graduation

As volunteers with no course or
program requirement

As paid tutors/mentors

44

10

Ss

Percentage of programs in which item

reason students participate in the program

29 42 61

20 2S I S

40 SS 62 S6

ss 16 20

s,

SS

10

41

14

S4

44

o

21

SS

Percentage distribution of most frequent

reason students participate in the program

As part of a course requirement 28 IS 27 41 19 27 _10 17

As a program required for
graduation 1 4 4 , 4 2 1 4

As volunteers with no course or

progpm requirement 40 10 4 47 47 42 14 14

As paid tutors/mentors 29 47 26 10 to 20 11 ,

soL 12( I Higher bducation Sur,cys, C oilcgc Sponsored tutoring and Ment,,ring I'mgrarm tor l) isadaniaged I lenteNdn dnd
Secondary Students, 1iLs 12 National N. iente I oundation Mos,
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Table A-19. Tutor/mentor characteristics by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage of tutors/mentors who are:*

Members of
racial/ethnic

minority

Socioeconomically
disadvantaged

Male

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

All programs . .

In aitution control

23 17 19 15 31 30

Priv= 1() 10 15 5 32 30

Public . 27 30 24 25 30 30

Institution type

Four-year 21 lt, 17 10 32 30

Baccalaureate 15 10 17
, 24 30

Comprehensive 16 17 11 10 29 28

Doctoral... ,-, 20 19 10 ,11 10

Specialiied 34 20 11 30 50 20

Two-year 15 20 1,'. 25 28

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,5(() 24 10 -,-) S 28 20

1,500-5,999 l() 10 1() 5 12 30

6,000 or more. 27 2) 21 20 12 31)

Institution geographic region

Northeast ..
Central .

Southeast
West ...

Primary focus

Tutoring..
Mentoring
Diagnostic evaluation
Other

19 10 14 5 3s 30

IS 8 13 1 32 10

21 1() 21 15

11 25 N) 20 15 25

20 11 16 10

,s 20 23 20

51 5 18 5

so 42 40

32 ,5

29 10

12 5

33

Number of tutors/mentors participating
m a typical week

8 or less...... 44 11 -36 25 36 33

9 - 21 . . ..... ... . 35 lo 30 15 32 25

21 or more. 18 10 1() 31 2()

Weighted by the total number of tutors/mentors participating in a typnal wt.ck in addition to program weight

SOURCI_ Higher tAucation Surveys, Collcgc Sponsored 1 utoring and Mcnuiring Programs foi Disadantaged / Icini.nmrs
Secondary Students, III .S 12, National Sklui(c. I oundation, May 1990
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Table A-20. C' aacteristics of students who arc tutored/mentored by institution and program characteristics
1989

Institution and
program charack.istics

Percentage of students tutored or mentored who arc:*

Members Socio-
of racial/ economically

ethnic disad-
minority vant aged

Academically
disad-

vantaged
Male

Percent median
of percent

total

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

Percent
of

total

Median
percent

All programs 59 75 55 69 52 65 49 50

Institution control

Private. 61 80 54 70 54 66 53 50
Public.... 58 70 56 66 51 60 46 50

Institution type

Four-year.

Baccalaureate
Comprehensive
Doctoral.. ..
Specialiied

Two-year

s7 80 56 70 51 66 51 SO

so 70 t4.) 70 61 70 46 50
S7 80 60 80 50 60 47 50
71 90 66 80 62 75 51 50
1 I 20 33 40 38 50 58 60

72 60 52 50 54 50

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,5(X).. s9 50 40 45 46 50 55 50
1,500-5,999.... ... 49 85 48 80 43 60 49 50
6,000 or more 68 80 67 75 62 75 47 50

histitution geographic region

Northeast.. .

Ceatral....
Southeast ....
'Nest

70 86 63 80 58 70 51 50
56 70 55 70 49 55 50 50
55 70 60 75 56 70 42 46
56 SO 48 50 48 (() SO 50

Primary focus of program

Tutoring (4) 70 55 W. 56 70 52 50
Mcntoring 49 70 44 70 35 50 40 50
Diagnostic evaluation ... 71 70 68 Sl 76 90 59 70
Other 72 9 .5 72 M 53 50 46 45

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 73 75 60 68 48 50 44 459 20 79 86 65 75 63 75 53 SO
21 or more 47 50 50 60 49 65 50 50

'Weighted by total number of students tutored/rnentored in a typical week in addition to program weight

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programs for Dis,advantaged 1.1ementan, and
Secondary Students, Ill ,S 12, National Science f.oundailon, May 1990
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Table A-21. School level of students tutored or mentored by institution and program cFli-racteristics 1989

Institution and
program characteristic,'

Average percentage of students
tutored or mentored who are**

Preschool
children

Elementary
students

Middle/
junior

students

Senior
high

students

School
dropouts

All programs ... 5 40 27 27 1
...

Institution control

Private.... .. 4 52 17 15
1

Public ... .
5 10 35 28 1

Institution type

Four-year 4 42 25 27 1

Baccalaureate ... 5 41 18 33 I

Comprehensive. 4 38 29 29 1

Doctoral 3 38 3: 28 1

Specialized . 7 53 17 21 3

Two-year .... 5
,5 43 25

Institution enrollment

Lcss than 1,51:X1 o 5' 15 26 1

1,500-5,999 ....... 6 44 23 24 3

6,000 or more. .. . . 3 31 35 30 1

Institution geographic region

c-ortheast.... , 44 2O IS 4,

Central ..... ..,. 5 46 15 24 1

Southeast . 4 32 27 16 ,

West . .. 6 38 29 24 1

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 5 46 20 27 1

Mentoring. ...... .... 6 31 40 23 1

Diagnostic evaluation .. * 55 22 6 17

Other ,.. 17 48 li ,-

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less
, 21 39 3o 1

9 - 20 , 27 29 41 1

21 or more 6 5' 21 16

'Less than .5 percent

Weighted by number of students tutored, me ntored in typical wcck in addition to program weight

SOURCE 11t,her Education Survt;s, College Sponsored 1 utoring and Mentoring Programs for I)iddvantagcd 1 lementar, ,ind
Secondary Students, 11ES 12, National Science htundation, May 1990
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Table A-22. Program staff by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage of tutoring/
mentoring programs having.

Median number
of assistant
coordinator

staff'
Program
director/

I-lead coordinator

Assistant
coordinator/Other

coordinators

All programs S8 59 '1
4-

Institution control

Private . M 62 2
Public . 89 54 2

Institution type

Four-year.. . 90 t4) 'I
a-

Baccalaureate .. 88 49 ..-r

Comprehensive 91 57 2
Doctoral 90 66 1

Specialized . 87 79 -)

Two-year . 80 51 ..-r

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 . 83 59 1

1,500-5,999... 96 58 2
6,000 or more 88 59 2

Institution geographic regum

Northeast 89 63 2
Central . .)2 53 2
Southeast . 81 58 2
West ... . .. 90 58 2

Primary focus of program

Tutoring .. 88 57 2
Mentoring 83 69 2
Diagnostic evaluation ... 100 20 7
Other 91 61 2

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less.. 87 65 1

9 - 20 ... . 89 56 2
21 or more 89 54 3

*Excludes programs having no asmstant coordinator staff (41 percent of pmgrams)

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentormg PrtigiA;os to,- Disadvantaged Elementary and
Secondary Students, lIES 12, National Science Foundation, May 10(X)
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Table A-23 Program director and assistant coordinator position characteristics k institution and program characteristn P)89

aft

characterhtic

All
program

Inqitution Primary focus of program

Control Type

Private Public
Four-

r ear

TA 0-

ear

Tutoring Mentoring Diagnostic

evaluation

Percentage dig ribut

Program director/
H cad coordinator

Time commitment

Full time for this program
Part time for this program

but filled by a full-time
employee/volunteer

Part time for this program

and filled by a part-time

29

11 10

18

17

29

11

31

42

26

10

24

10

29

71

18

employee/volunteer 1
10 11

Poqt ion Is usually filled br

Undergraduate student 1; 21 1 Is 12
19

Graduate student 7 1 S ; 7 1

Faculty member 11 35 49 41 11 42 34 71 18

Adr strator 29 17 28 40 29 20 17 42

Other university employee 10 4 8 1 7 10 12

Employee of another
organization 4 1 10

Assmant coordinator/Other
coordinators

Time commitment

Full time for this program 24 10 16 20 7 21 !0 58 15

Part time for this program

but filled by a full-time
employee/voluntee. 22 20 26 12 28 18 13 12 2 7

Part time for this program

and fdled by a pan-time

employee/volunteer 54 64 18 52 65 61 51

Position is normally filled by

Undergraduate student 25 37 7 20 18 21 40 II

Graduate student 18 17 19 19 S 11 11 1

Faculty member 20 20 21 20 21 20 14 20 10

Administrator 13 8 20 12 16 '0 9 -il 10

Other university employee 16 12 -,-,-- 15 2.1 17 12 58 ls

Employee of another
organization 9 7 12 8 17 9 7 11

*Less than _5 percent

SOL RCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored lutormg and Mentoring Programs for Disathantaged I lcmentars and `sci.oridan `st Lftk nts

11ES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Tah:e A-24 Program director's and assistant coordinator's compensation by institution and program characteristiLs 1980

Compensation All

programs

Institution Primary focus of program

ontrol Type

Priate Four-
year

Two-
year

Tutoring Mentormg Diagnostic
evaluation

Percentage having form of compciii,n

Program director/
!lead coordinator

Not compensated 18 21 14 19 8 14 19 38 11

General university salary 56 54 58 56 52 SO 43 61 49
University salary specifically

for tutoring program I 1 11 16 11 25 12 9 25
Stipend 9 9 10 9 10 10 8 9

Academic credit 1 1 1 3 5 4

Tuition/fee reimbursement i 1 1 1 1 5 1

Assistant coordinator/
Other coordinators

Ni t compensated 16 19 10 15 18 8 38 58 19
General university salary 39 37 42 39 16 41 - i 42 43
University salary specifically

for tutoring program 20 11 11 15 54 19 15 20 16
Stipend 17 15 18 IS 9 18 I 1 11

Academic credit 6 5 7 6 8 6 7 4

Tuition/fee reimbursement 7 6 8 " 3 6 13 1

'Less than 5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Futonng and Mentoring Programs for Disathantaged 1 Itmentary and Sco,nd.m, `thidints
HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-25. Staff responsibilities by institution and program c: acteristic: 1989

Staff
responsibilities

All
programs

Iristitun Primary focus of program

Control

Private Public Four-

year

Type

Two-

year

Tutoring Mentormg Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Percentage having responsibility in position

Program director/Head
coordinator

Working with classroom

teachers 65 60 72 65 63 o7 SO 58 73

Working with school or

school administration 74 67 84 72 87 75 58 71 88

Working with parents or
parent-teacher associations 56 48 68 55 66 53 55 47 78

Recruiting tutors/mentors 75 77 73 75 76 72 82 66 85

Matching tutors with students

to be tutored or mentored 66 68 63 67 55 64 72 77 os

Training or advising tutors/
mentors 82 81 83 81 86 81 78 84 87

Monitoring tutors 74 73 76 74 76 76 71 56 75

Other 19 21 16 19 4 17 16 26 28

Assistant coordinator/Other
coordinators

Working with classroom

teachers .. 64 56 77 62 ,.,i 67 44 100 78

Working with school or
school administration 55 52 69 64 61 60 44 100 4S

Working with parents or
parent-teacher associations 59 55 67 57 75 60 43 100 SI

Recrumng tutors/mentors 69 70 67 71 54 63 75 100 83

Matching tutors with students

to be tutored or mentored 66 61 76 69 50 68 60 100 70

Training or advising tutors/
mentors... ... .. 74 74 74 75 71 78 63 100 75

Monitoring tutors 75 73 78 78 s2 79 57 78 79

Other 14 16 10 15 7 15 6 23

'Less than .5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored 1 utoring and Mentoring l'rograms tor Disadvantaged Hementary and Se(ondary Stud( ins,

11ES 12, National ..!nce Foundation, May 19%
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Table A-26. Provision of preservice training by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Percentage of Percentage in which
programs prescrvice training is. Median usual

Institution and in which number
program characteristics preservice

training is
hours for
preseryiee

provided Required Optional

All programs . 73 85 15 6

Institution control

Private.. 67 81 19 5
Public.. . 80 90 10 8

Institution type

Four-year 72 85 15 6

Baccalaureate 61 (,)8 2 6
Comprehensive.. 8' 87 13 5
Doctoral 76 87 11 5
Specialized... .. 68 50 5() 6

Two-year.... 7() 89 11 8

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 ..... 62 73 27 7
'...,500-5,999..... . 73 90 10 4
6,000 or more ... 81 9'.; 10 6

Institution geographic region

Northeast 67 Q4 6 4
Central 70 93 7 6
Southeast. 74 90 10 6
West 79 69 3: 8

Program primary focus

Tutoring 74 83 17 6
Mentoring 66 92 8 5
Diagnostic evaluation ... . 87 1(X) * 15
Other 70 90 10 8

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 70 86 14 5
9 - 20 75 82 18 10
21 or more 73 87 13 4

Ltss than .5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored lutonng and Mentoring Program,. fur Iliathantaged Piementan drIJ
Secondary Students, 11ES 12, National Science Foundation. May 1990
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Table A-27 Student commitment to the prlect for specified time by institution and program characteristics

1989

Institution and

Commitment to the project for
specific length of tIme

program characteristics Percentage of programs Median Median

in which students number percent

are expected to of completing
make commitment weeks commitment

All programs . . .
94 15 96

Institution control

Private .. 94 15 95

Public 95 15 99

Institution type

Four-year .. 15

Baccalaureate .
94 14 99

Comprehensic 94 15 98

Doctoral 93 15 )5

Specialized. 99 10 90

Two-year... 94 17 90

Institution enrollment

Lcss than 1,500 .... 92 15 95

1,500-5,999 98 15 95

6,000 or more 94 15 99

Institution geographic region

Northeast . 91 15 95

Central ..... . 96 16 95

Southeast 92 IS 99

Wcst 96 16 95

Prnnary focus of program

Tutoring 97 15 95

Mentoring ........... ........ . 86 20 95

Diagnostic evaluation. ..... 100 15

Other 88 15 100

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less.... ........ . .. 90 15 1(8)

9-20._ ........ .. ... .
95 15 95

21 or more 98 15 95

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, Coiiege Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programs for Disadvantaged Flementar)

Secondary Students, 1IES 12, Nationai Science Foundation, May PM
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Table A-28. Places tutoring/mentoring sessions occur by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Location All
programs

institution Primary focus of program

Control

Prisate Public Four-
year

Type

Two-

year

Tutoring Mentoring Diagnostic

evaluation

Places tutoring/mentoring
sessions occur

Peicentage of programs having

sessions in location

On campus 61 56 67 61 59 52 77 88 79
Elementary or secondary
school 53 54 52 51 52 61 35 26 41

Studemes home 16 23 8 18 7 17 26 6
Community center/agency 17 20 12 18 10 16 26 11

Other 12 15 8 13 7 10 22 16

Most frequent place for
tutoring/mentoring

Percentage distiihution of most
frequent location

On campus 46 43 51 46 47 37 61 88 66
Elementary or secondary
school 39 39 40 38 46 49 19 12 -)3

Student's home 1 2 1 2 . ,' 2 .
Community center/agency 8 10 5 9 3 10 6 6
Other 5 6 3 5 4 3 12 6

1tss than 5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programs fo, Disadsantaged Elementary and Secondars `Niudents
11ES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table 29, Prova,ion of trar,sporiation for tuioring/rneLtoring sessions by insti!unon and program characteristics. 19?.0)

Transportation All
programs

Institution Pnmary focus of program

Control Type

Private Public
Four-

year

Two-

year

Tutoring Mentonng Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Percentage having transportation

Provided by college 26 12 17 28 12 23 42 27

Provided by school 5 3 8 4 14 3 7 12

Provided by tutor/mentor 66 66 67 65 76 70 66 61 SO

Other 19 11 ]6 21 8 18 20 41 16

Percentage -f programs in which tutor/mentor
is reimbu .idd for prosiding transportation

Reimbursement of tutor/
mentor for transportation 21 24 17 2i 20 21 25 21

Les.s than _5 percent

"This question was answered by respondents indicating that transpk)rtation v.as sometimes provided by tutors/mentors

SOURCE Higher Education Sursevs, College Sponso-ed lutoring and Mentoring Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and Sccondar, Stud Lilts
HES 12, Naaonal Science Foundation, May PM
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Table A-30. Types of tutoring/men!onng sessions by program characteristics. 1989

Types of sessions All

programs

Number of tutors/mentors
partIcipating in a

typical week
Primary focus of program

8 or

lecs
9 - 20 21 or

more
Tutoring Mentonng Diagnostic

evaluation
Other

Percentage of programs indicating

they have type of session

One-on-one tutoring/memormg 89 81 90 94 93 71 100 83

Small group (3 students or
fewer) tutormg/mentoring 69 68 71 68 76 52 29 67

Larger group tutoring/
mentonng 43 48 36 43 35 66 12 63

Percentage distribution of most

frequent type of tutoring/mentoring session

One-on-one tutonng/memonng 61 49 74

Small group (3 students or

fewer) tutonng/mentoring ,, 26 14

Larger group tutonng/
mentonng 17 25 12

62 67 51 100 34

25 12 21

8 37 45

*Less than 5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surseys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programs for fh.,adsantaged Elementary and

Secondary Studcnts, 11ES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990

;
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Table A-31. Usual number of hours spent tutoring/mentoring per week by institution and program
characteristics: 1989

1 Isual number of hours tutors/mentors

Institution and
program characteristics

spend per week tutoring/mentoring

Median
Percentage distribution

2 or less 3 4 5 - 9 10 or more

All programs 3 37 30 15 18

Institution control

Private.. ...... .... . 3 43 30 15 13

Public 4 29 30 16 25

Institution type

Four-year. 3 38 29 16 17

Baccalaureate ..... -, 53 27 8 12

Comprehensive. 4 28 29 17 26

Doctoral 3 38 38 15 10

Specialized....... 5 25 21 31 23

Two-year.... . ... 4 31 35 14 20

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 3 4 21 13 17

1,500-5,999 4 27 38 20 15

6,000 or more..... 3 34 32 14 20

Institution geographic region

Northeast 3 40 33 18 10

Central ...... ....... . . 3 45 35 12 8

Southeast . 3 ;9 23 14 24

West .... .... .. .- 4 27 29 16 28

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 3 38 28 18 16

Mentoring 3 44 37 4 15

Diagnostic evaluation 3 40 31 4 25

Other s 23 27 21 30

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 4 25 34 21 21

9 20 ...... . ...... .......... 3 42 21 16 21

21 ot more 3 45 33 10 12

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentonng Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and

Secondary Students, 11ES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-32 Usual number of students [xi- tutor/mentor by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Institution and
program characteristiks

tisual number of students
per tutor/mentor

Median
PereentJg. distribution

2 4 S 9

All programs. 14

Institution control

Private .

Public

Institution type

1

Four-year. AS 11

21

21

Baccalaureate ' 48 21 19
Comprehensive 3 26 1i 25
Doctoral . ...... ' 4 t ;1 13
Specialized. 4 11 47 17

Two-year 4 27 '6 21

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 1 17 25 ,c
1,500-5,999.... A 26 42 23
6,000 or more .. 1 16 27 19

Institution geographic region

Northeast. , 35 14
Central....... , 46 30
Southeast .. s 30 20
West.... ........ .... 1 27 11

2 I

15

29
11

Frimary focus of program

Tutoring 3 33 34 21
Mentoring 1 43 18 26
Diagnostic evaluation ..... .. 1 57 31 11
Other 5 18 26 26

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 5 19 30 23
9 - 20 3 31 35 27
21 or more 1 52 25 16

10 or more

14

10

21

11

10

18

11

4

2(

13

1()

18

10

10

21

17

12

13

29

27
8
7

Fess than 5 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, Colkge Spunsored 1utonng and Menionng Programs 1,4 Disadsantaged lementary and
Secondary Students, 11ES 12, Natuonal Sat Ice Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-33. Length of time students stay in program by iustiiution and program characteristics: 1989

institution and
program characteristics

Mcan percentage of usual length of time
students stay in program

Less than
month

1 - 4

months
5 - 12

months
More than

1 year

All prorams 8 11

Institution control

Private.... 8 14 29 29

Public.... 7 26 34

Institution type

Four-year ... 8 16 27

Baccalatn cate .. 9 15 24 33

Comprehensive 7 35 26 33

Doctoral ...... .... 7 30 13 31

Specialized . . 8 49 25 17

Two-year .. 8 20 34 38

Institution enrollment

Lcss than 1,5(X)... 9 17 27 27

1,500-5,999.. .... . 8 16 23 13

6,000 or more. . 6 30 11 33

Institution geographic region

Northeast . . . 8 11 17 24

Central 9 27 31 13

Southcast 4 11 18 45

West o 40 21 27

Primary focus of progrm

Tutoring ... . 7 38 27 28

Mentoring..... . it) 19 1-3 37

Diagnostic evaluation . 11 ( 1) 17

Other s 24 29 41

Number of tutors/mentors part !opal ng
in a typical week

8 or less
9-20
21 or more..

33 29
38 26
30 28

29

35

SOURCI: Higher Fdacation Surveys, ( ollege Sponsored "I utonng and Mentormg Programs for Disadvantage 1 I lementars and

Secondary Students, IILS 12, National Science Foundation, May1990
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Tahle A-14 Tutor/mentor meeting with .t.iff, roport 1 oporieneestml monitoring h n!-,tqutiorl ; ogr,tm
characteristics: 1989

Aspect of
meeting/monitoring

All
programs

Institution Primary locus of program

Control

Private Four-Public
year

Type

Two-

year

Tutoring menturing Diagnostic

evaluation
Other

Tutor/mentor meeting with
program staff

(Percent)

Yes SO -s s6 7S 81 100 s4

Frequency of tutor/mentor meeting
with program staff

Weekly 53 45 6; S4 48 SI SI -11 62

Biweekly 20 20 19 19 .14 11 14 16 21

NIonthly 20 26 13 20 19 19 11 13

Less than monthly 7 9 6 7 13 4

Tutor/mentor reporting
in writing

Yes, encouraged 19 17 19 ,I l' 23 41 21

Ycs, required 48 So 4s 47 52 19

No 33 19 31 10 I! 47 ;1

Monitoring of tutor/mentors
by program staff

Yes 64 S4 70 SS

Frequency of monitoring

Weekly S2 47 S7 SI 47 S4 S7 SO

Biweekly 14 i 1 IS IS S IS 14 11

Monthly 24 26 22 It)

Less than monthly 11 IS 6 10 10 26

'Less u,an 3 penult

SOURC1- Higher Education Sumer, ollege sponsored I utoring and Mcnioring P.ograms for 1)1saihant,igcd I cmcntars, dm] `u_o,nd.ir `s;i1,1(nts
HI'S 12, National Science 1 oundation, May 1991)
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Table A-35. Average percent of tutor/mentor time pent on basic skills remediation, homework assistance,
and recreationA or cultural activities by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Institution and

Average percent ot tutor/mentor
time spent on:

program characterktics Basic
Recreational

kills Homework or Other

remediation assistance cultural
activites

activities

(Mean)

All programs 49 16 14 ii

Institution control

Private 23 15 7

Public... . 46 27 10 17

Institution type

Four-year. 51 24 14 10

Baccalaureate . 52 25 18 6

Comprehensive. 50 23 13 15

Doctorai 43 24 19 13

Specialized 66 24 4 5

Two-year..... 38 30 14 18

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,500 ..... 57 12 16 5

1,500-5,999 4.i 19 15 14

6,000 or more. . 47 25 13 14

Institution geographic region

Northeast 51 20 20 9

Central 49 32 12 i

Southeast 49 21 li 12

West 48 28 9 I S

Primary focus of program

Tutoring 59 18 8 4

Mcntoring 21 1 1 39 30

Diagnostic evaluation 76 17 1 5

Other 29 25 16 17

Nimber of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 44 30 13 13

9-20 56 12 10

21 or more 48 18 11

SOURCE Higher :Aucation Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentortng Programs for Hisachantaged Herne:van, and
Secondary Students, llES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-36. Incentives for tutor/mentor participation by institution and program characteristics 1989

Incentive All
programs

Institution Primary focus of program

C:mtrol

Private Public Four-

sear

Type

1wo-
vLar

Tutoring Mentormg Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

(Percentage having ineontives)

Academic credit 12 19 48 42 45 45 33 63 16

Cash stipend

lition or fee
reimbursement

15

9

28

9

44

10

14

9

40

12

14

8

24

8

54

18

49

11

Special r rommendations
to po: r :al employers oi
schcols 56 57 54 56 55 58 42 43 64

_ertificate of
I ecognition 32 27 19 29 50 27 48 16 42

Dinnei or party 40 39 4? 39 47 36 57 ' SO

Other incentrN e 17 21 1.: 19 7 20 10 14 13

'Less than .5 percent

SOURCE Higher hlucation SurNeys, College Sponsored I otoring and Mentoring Programs for Disadantaged Hementary and Sccondan, Siodsnts

11LS 12, National Science Foundation May 1990
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Table A-37. Programs having an identifiable budget, and median budget of those having a budget
institution and program characteristics: 1989

Institution and
program characteristics

Percentage of
programs
having an

identifiable
budget

Median total
budget 1987-88
of those having

id itifiable
budget

Percentage having
an identifiable

budget
who share

budget

All programs 52 S30,000 13

Institution control

Private 47 15,(100 12

Public 60 50,000 15

Institution type

Four-year 31 22,(XX) 13

Baccalaureate ..... ......... . . 51 18,000 14

Comprehensive.. ... ...... . . 5') 24,698

Doctoral 65 18,000 12

Specialized_ ... 11 65,000 11

Two-year 61 89,000 27

Instituion enrollment

Less than 1,500. 19 22,000 lt
1,500-5,999 70 36,000 12

6,000 or more.... ... ....... . ..... . ... 59 27,000 13

Institution geowaphic region

Northeast.. ...... .. .... 61 16,314 11

Central ......... ..... .. 45 45,(X10 15

Southeast 63 47,299 8

West 41 50,000 21

Program primary focus

Tutoring 45 30,000 10

Mentoring ... ..... . 66 4,225 16

Diagnostic evaluation ....... 58 27,000 24

Other 75 60,000 20

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 58 60,000 26

9 - 20 49 22,500 5

21 or molt' 49 18,000 7

SOURCE. Higher Education Surveys, CDIlege Sponsored Tutonng and Mcntonng Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and

Secondary Students. HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Tahk A-38 Distribution of budget by institution and program characteristics. 1989

Percentage distribution ot budget**

Institution and
program characteristics Less than $10,000 - $50,000 - $150,000

$10,(X)0 49,999 149,999 or more

All programs 34 23 24 19

Institution control

Private 44 20 21 15
Public 23 26 27 24

Institution type

Four-year. 37 24 19 19

Baccalaureate 39 25 12 25
Comprehensive 39 22 22 17

Doctc,ral 38 15 20 17

Specialized 33 56 11

Two-year.. ..... . 13 i 2 56 19

Institution enrollment

Less than 1,S00 36 21 20 23
1,500-5,999 35 18 31 16
6,000 or more.......... 32 27 21 20

Institution geographic region

Northeast 43 23 24 9

Central 28 24 19 10
Southeat 32 23 21 24
West ...... .... . 26 21 32 yi

Program primary focus

Tutori.ig 29 27 21 23
Mentoring 59 9 24 7
Diagnostic evaluation 41 24 7 28
Other 18 24 39 18

Number of tutors/mentors participating
in a typical week

8 or less 24 23 30 22
9 - 20 45 12 22 21

21 or more ........... ................ .. . 37 32 17 14

"Less than .5 percent

"Includes only programs stating they had an identifiable budget

SOURCE: Higher Fducation Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentoring Programs for Disadantaged Llementar, ,iiid
Secondary Students, HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-39. Costc covered by budget figure for programs having separate identifiable budget by institution and program

characteristics 1989

Cost All
programs

Institution Primary focus of program

C ontrol

Private Public Four-
year

Type

Two-
year

Tutoring Mentonng Diagnostic
evaluation

Percentage of programs in which cost is included in budget

Coordmator salanes 64 59 70 61 79 69 36 35 86

Building costs 14 10 17 14 11 11 15 27 IS

Transportation 62 66 58 62 62 60 73 20 62

Materials . . 82 80 85 81 90 81 79 69 92

Tutor compensation 55 43 68 50 82 59 28 52 73

Special evenls.. 60 61 59 64 43 53 74 49 71

Training (if separate from
coordinator salary) 44 43 44 43 47 42 38 28 57

Evaluation (if separate from
coordinator salary) 29 28 31 30 23 26 33 28 36

Other 32 31 32 33 22 29 30 28 42

SOURCE' Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored lutoring and Mentoring Programs for Disathrantaged Elementary and Secondary Students,

IlES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-40 Sources of funding for programs by institution and program characteristics 1989

Funding sources All

programs

Institution Primary focus of program

Control

Pnvate Public Four-
year

Type

Two-

year

Tutoring Mentoring Diagnostic
evaluation

Othcr

Perce itage having funding source

Federal government 21 17 27 19 38 21 11 12 36
State government 21 7 42 19 37 1., 19 20 50
Local government ' 3 8 4 13 3 8 11
Institutional sources 61 66 53 61 59 62 58 44 63
Private f oundations 25 29 20 26 19 25 24 16 27
Businesses.. 12 14 10 13 6 10 16 19
Individuals .. . .. . 24 31 14 27 7 25 22 28 22
Local school systems . 12 10 15 10 25 8 16 4 30
Student fund raising efforts 16 22 9 18 5 17 t8 12 12
Other 1_4 14 14 14 13 11 25 43 8

Percentage distribution of largest funding source

Federal government 18 14 24 15 36 18 8 12 29
State government. 13 4 24 13 15 11 11 20 24
Local government .. 1 2 1 3 4
Institutional sources 40 49 29 42 31 44 44 27 22
Private foundations 7 8 6 7 6 7 3 ' ,0
Businesses.... ....... .. . 1 2 1 1 2
Individuals . 6 9 3 8 7 6 12 5
Local school systems . 2 1 2 2 2 1 1

Student fund raising efforts 2 3 2 1 5 1

Other. . . 10 11 9 11 10 9 16 29 8

'Less than 3 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutoring and Mentonng Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and Secondary Ctudents,
HES 12, National Scienc Foundation, May 1990.
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Table A-41 Goals of the tutoring/mentoring programs for students who are tutorcd/mcntored by institution and program
characteristic: 19

Goals All
programs

Institution Primary focus of program

Control

Priate Public
Four-

year

Type

Two-

year

Tuwring Mentoring Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Percentage of programs having goal for students who are tutored/mentored

Improving basic skills . 91 91 91 92 86 99 59 100 86

Assisting the talented and

gifted . . 34 36 31 35 25 35 20 21 47

Preventing dropouts . 67 66 69 65 79 67 63 59 72

Improving self-esteem 92 91 93 91 96 89 99 96 94

Improving vocational skills 21 19 24 21 21 17 20 29 38

Providmg exposure to
college .... ...... . 63 58 69 60 76 58 72 41 77

Providing role models .. 86 86 87 86 90 82 96 96 95

Providing recreational or
cultural opportunities 54 56 50 55 48 47 78 41 59

Other. 15 13 18 14 22 9 18 29 42

Percentage distribution of pnmary goal for students who are tutored/mentorcd

Improving basic skills . 61 64 57 64 43 77 9 84 41

Assisting the talented and
gifted . . ... . . 2 3 1 3 1 2 6

Preventing dropouts 5 3 8 4 11 4 9 4

Improving self-esteem . 12 15 8 11 18 9 23 4 16

Improving vocational skills 1 1 1 5

Providing exposure to
college . . 6 3 11 4 16 4 8 13

Providing role models 8 10 4 c, 2 3 34 1

Providing recreational or
cultural opportunities 1 1 1 2 2

Other .. 5 3 8 4 8 2 7 12 17

'Less than 3 percent

SOURCE- Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored 'tutoring aad Meatoring Programs for I)isadvantaged Elementary and Secondary Students.
HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-42 Goals of the tutoring/mentoring program for tutors/mentors by institution and program characteristics 1989

Goals All

programs

Institution Pnmary focus of program

C,introl

Pr..ate Public Four-
year

Tipe

Two-

year

Tut oring Mentonng Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Percentage of programs having goals for tutors/mentors

Providing practical expenence
in a professional field 77 73 84 77 78 82 61 84 71

Developing comimtmeni to
public service 71 78 61 71 70 70 80 59 67

Pr.yriding exposure to
a non-campus expenence 54 63 41 55 44 56 65 42 31

Other 23 25 21 24 18 19 24 33 43

Percentage distributioo of pnmarr goal for tutors/mentors

Providing practical experience
in a professional field 52 43 63 52 52 57 35 84 ;9

Developing cormrmtment to
public service. 30 37 20 30 3i 29 40 30

Providing exposure to
a non-campus expenence 5 7 3 o 5 7 12 3

Other . 13 12 14 12 17 9 17 4 L'S

Less than 3 percent

SOURCE Higher Education Surveys. College Sponsored I utoring and Mentoring Programs for Disadsantaged 1.1ementary and Secundar, StudcntN
1117-S 12, National c.cience Foundation " "ay 1990
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Table A-43. Evaluation of program outcomes, all institutions: 1989

Goals
Percentage

stating
item is a
goal of

program

Percentage distribution of
evaluation of those having goall

Not I
successful'

Successful
and very,

successful'

1 & 2 3 4 & 5

For students who are tutored/mentorcd:

Improving basic skills 91 3 23 74

Assisting the talented and gifted. 34 18 28 55

Preventing dropouts 67 12 41 47

Improving self-esteem 92 3 17 80

Improving vocational skills ...... ... .. 21 22 36 42

Providing exposure to college 63 7 11 82

Providing role models 87 2 8 90

Providing recreational or cultural
opportunities 54 16 27 57

Other 15 * 6 94

For tutors/mentors:

Providing practical experience in a professional
field 77 1 12 86

Developing commitment to public service.. . 71 3 21 77

Providing exposure to a non-campus
experience 54 5 I() 84

Other 23 2 7 91

Less than .5 percent
1 ,Excludes those stating item was not a goal, see first column
2Respondents rated program goals on scale of 1 to 5 with "1" = "not successful" and "5' = *very successful"

SOURCE. Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutonng and Mentonng Programs for Di idvantaged Elementary and Secondary
Students, HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1°90
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Table A-44. Program contacts by institution and program characteristics: 1989

Contacts An
programs

Institution Frimary focus of program

Control Type

Private Public Four-
year

Two-
yea;

Tutoring Mentormg Diagnostic
evaluation

Other

Between tutors/mentors and

Percentage having contact

classroom teachers 76 75 78 75 83 81 59 70 74

Between tutors/mentors arm
students/parents 68 66 71 68 70 67 72 76 69

Between the program
coordinator and classroom
teachers 74 72 77 74 79 77 59 61 80

Between the program
coordinator and the school
chstnct or school principal 79 76 83 78 87 82 64 77 83

Percentage rating level of cooperation as high or very high*

Between tutors/mentors and
classroom teachers 65 62 69 66 61 64 71 65 68

Between tutors/mentors and
students/parents. 59 55 65 59 60 59 69 85 40

Between the program
coordinator and classroom
teachers 53 44 66 54 51 48 71 53 66

Between the progyam coordinator
and the school district or
school principal '3 55 72 62 69 61 57 62 78

'Respondents were asked ts) rate contact on a scale of 1-5 with '1" -- 'very low" and "5" = "very high" Percernage reported is percentage rating item as

or "5

SOURCE Higher Eilucation Surveys, CoHege Sponsored Tutonng and Mentonng Programs for Disadvantaged Elementaty and Secondary Studcnts,
HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Table A-4S Evaluation of program needs, all institutions: 1989

Program aspect

Percentage distribution of rating

Not a problem
or curre.it

area of need

High need for
additional .

resources/improvement

1 & 2 3 4 & 5

Recruitment of tutors/mentors 60 18 22

Training for tutors/mentors 61 19 20

Coordination with classroom teachers ..... ..... .. 51 23 26

Coordination with parents 54 18 28

Targeting students most in need of tutoring/
mentoring. 56 22 22

Transportation for tutors/mentors or
students who are tut ored/mentored . 53 1', 31

Physical space 58 13 28

Retention of tutors/mentors 68 22 10

Retention of students who are tutored;
mentored 65 21 14

Curriculum or activities for those who
are tutored or mentored 60 2 0 20

Learning or recreational materials 47 2S 25

Program evaluation 54 26 20

Tutor/mentor monitoring 64 17 19

Respondents rated program aspects on a scale of 1 to 5 with "1' = 'not a problem or current need" and "5" = 'high need for additional
resources/ing.-avement '

SOURCE. Higher Education Surveys, College Sponsored Tutonng and Mentonng Programs for Disadvantaged Flementary and Seconddrv

Students, HES 12, National Science Foundation, May 1990
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Higher
Education
Surveys
(HES)

Survey
Methodology

The Hieher Education Surveys (HES) system was established to
conduct brief surveys of higher education institutions on topics of
interest to Federal policymakers and the education community. The
system is sponsored by the National Science Foundation, the U.S.
Department of Education, and the National Endowment for the
Humanities.

The HES system maintains a panel of about 1,093 institutions
divided into two sub-samples, each of which is nationally
representative of the 3,212 colleges and universities in the United
States. HES questionnaires typically request a limited amount of
readily accessible data from one of the two HES panels. Each
institution in the panel has identified a HES campus representative
who serves as survey coordinator. The campus representotive
facilitates data collection by identifying the appropriate responc'ent
for each survey and distributing the questionnaire to that person.

The Survey of College Tutoring and Mentoring Programs for
Disadvantaged Elementary and Secondary School Students was
conducted at the request of the Office of Planning, Budget and
Evaluation (OPBE). The survey was commissioned in response to a
request by Congress for informatio, on the prevalence,
characteristics, effectiveness, and problems of college based tutoring
and mentoring programs.

The institutional sample for th:s survey consisted of half of the HES
panel (536 institutions). Prior to conducting the survey, a list of
programs sponsored by the sampled institutions had to be
developed. During the fall of 1988, institutions were contacted and
asked to identify all college sponsored programs in which college
students tutored or mentored elementary or secondary school aged
children. All programs identified by the institutions were included
in the survey and mailed survey questionnaires in late January of
1989. The survey contained an additional screening question and
also asked foi- the names of any programs that might have been
missed by the initial program identification effort. As a result of
this process a number of the programs originally identified as
eligible were found to be out oi scope, and a number of new
programs were added. A total of 419 eligible programs were
included in the final program survey.

Data collection was ended by March 31, 1989, with an overall
response rate of 93 percent. The response rate for private colleges
was 91 percent and for public colleges was 94 percent. Data were
adjusted for survey nonresponse and weighted to produce national
estimates.

Statistics included in this report are of two types: those based on
the entire sample (institutional file) for such statistics as the percent
of institutions having programs and the average number of
programs per institution; and those based on all programs identified
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Reliability of
Survey
Estimates

Institution
Type
Relationships

at the institutions (proaram file) for such statistics as the number ot
students per college tutor/mentor al,:i oth;:r program
characteristcs

The findings presented in this report are estimates based on the
sample from the HES panel and, consequently, are subject to
sampling variability. If the questionnaire had been sent to a
different sample, the responses would not have been identical; some
figures might have been higher, while others might have been lower.
The s..mdard error of a statistic (an estimate of the sampling
variation) is used to estimate the precision of that statistic obtained
in a particular sample. If all possible samples were surveyed under
similar conditions, intervals of 1.96 standard errors below to 1.96
standard errors above a particular statistic would include the
average result of these samples in 95 percent of the cases. An
interval computed this way is called a 95 percent confidence
interval.

Appendix Table B-1 presents standard errors for selected
questionnaire items and the 95 percent confidence intervals. For
example, an estimated 29 percent of all institutions had at least one
tutoring or mentoring program. The standard error is 2.06 and the
95 percent confidence interval is 29 + 4.04 (1.96 times 2.06)
Therefore, in at least 95 percent of all possible samples, between 25
and 33 percent of colleges and universities would have college
sponsored programs that involve students tutoring or mentoring
elementary or secondary school students.

The data in this report are presented as "total" figures that
represent all kinds of institutions grouped together, and are also
broken down by institution control, size, and type. These
classifications are.

Institution control

Public

Private

School size (based on ,,)89 HEP Higher FdtwAtinn
Directory institutional enrollments)

Small: less than 1,500 students

Medium: 1,500 - 5,999 students

Large. 6,000 or more students
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Institution type (based on the U.S. Department of

Education's HEGIS classifications)

Doctorate-granting: institutions characterized by a
significant level and breadth of activity in an

commitment to doctoral-level education as measured
by the number of doctorate recipients and the
diversity in doctoral-level program offerings.

Comprehensive: institutions characterized by

diverse postbaccalaureate programs (including first-
professional) but which do not engage in significant
doctoral-level education.

Baccalaureate: institutions characterized by their
primary emphasis on general undergraduate,
baccalaureate-level education, and which are not
significantly engaged in postbaccalaureate education.

Specialized: institutions that offer degrees only in a
limited number of professional or specialized areas,
such as law, medicine, divinity, or business.

Two-year: institutions that confer at least 75 percent
of their degrees and awards below the bachelor's
level.

As can be seen in Figures B-1 through B-5, these institutional
characteristics are related to each other:

Among doctoral schools, 94 percent have 6,000 or more
enrollment; 65 percent are public.

Among comprehensive schools, 48 percent have 6,000 or
more enrollment; 61 percent are public.

Among baccalaureate schools, 68 percent have enrollments
under 1,500; 84 percent are private.

Among two-year schools, 71 percent are public; 20 percent
have enrollments of 6,000 or more.

Among public schools, 37 percent have enrollments of 6,000
or more; 63 percent are two-year

Because of these interrelationships, respcnse patterns for certain
school types resemble each other. For oxample, small schools,
private schools, and baccalaureate schools often show similar

responses, as do large schools, public schools, and two-year schools.

B-5
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Figure B-1. Percentage of each type of institution that are public and private
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Figure B-2. Percentage of each type of institution that are in each size category
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Figure B-3. Percentage 6f each size of institution that are public
and private
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Figure B-5. Percentage of public and private institutions in each size category
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Table B-1 Standard errors for selected statistics

Item Estimate
Standard

error

95 percent

confidence interval

Lower Upper

Institution file

Percentage of institutions having tutoring/

mentoring programs

All institutions .. 29

Four-year institutions 40

Two-year institutions 11

Doctoral institutions 75

Less than 1,500 enrollment 21

6,000 or more enrollment 47

Total number of programs

All institutions ... 1,701

Institutions in West 509

Institutions in Northeast 543

Mean number of programs per

institution

All .. 1 85

Less than 1,500 enrollment 1 49

6,000 or more enrollment 2 46

Progrem file

Percentage of programs having

primary focus of

Tutoring . . 67

Mentoring ........... 17

Diagnostic evaluation . 3

Number of participants over 1987-

88 year

Tutors/mentors 71,329

Students tutored/mentored 238,439

2 06

2.99

2 38

4.31

25

34

7

66

33

46

16

83

3 28 15 28

3 70 40 55

125 1,457 1945,

94 325 693

70 407 680

07 1 71 1 99

11 1 27 1 71

14 2 19 2 73

2 43 63 72

2 20 12 21

98 1 5

10,483 50,783 91,875

34,433 170,951 305,926
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Table B-1 Standard errors for selected statistics (continued)

Item Estimate
Standard

error

95 percent
confidence mterval

Lcwer Upper

Percentage of programs having
students from only a particular
department or division

36

Private .. 31

Public.... 43

Percentage of programs havin, most
frequent reason for participation as
"vcilunteer with no course or program
requirement"

All.. . ... 39
Private . c,

...

Public.... . ... .... 23

Tutoring pnmary focus 35

Mentormg primary focus 67

Percentage of head coordinator
staff that are full time for program

Percentage of programs
indicating the number of
participants in 1987-88 was
greater than in 1986-87

29

All programs.. 35

Enrollment under 1,500 20
Enrollment over 6,000.. 41

3.4 30 43
5 1 21 41

3 7 36 51

3 6 32 47

6 1 40 63
4 5 14 31
4 6 26 44
7 0 53 81

3 1 23 35

3.3 28 41

5 8 8 31

4 5 33 50
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Table B-1. Standard errors for selected statistics (continued)

Standard

95 percent

confidence interval

Item Estimate error

Lower Upper

Percentage of programs having

students recommended but unable
to participate because of lack

of tutors/mentors

All programs .. - . . 33 3 6 26 40

Programs with 8 or fewer

tutors/mentors .. . 22 4.9 12 31

Programs with 21 or more

tutors/mentors .. . 46 6 1 34 58

Percentage of programs providing

preservice training

All programs. ..... .. .. . 73 3.9 65 80

Less than 1,500 enrollment 62 9.3 42 80

6,000 or more enrollment 81 1 6 78 84

Percentage of programs in which
tutoring/mentoring takes place

in elementary or secondary schools

All programs.... 40 3 0 34 46

Tutoring programs . 49 4 3 41 58

Mentonng programs 19 5 5 8 30

Percentage of programs having

large group sessions as most

frequent type of session

All programs..... .... 17 2 2 13 21

Tutoring programs .. 8 1 9 4 11

Mentoring programs . 37 7 1 23 51
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Table B.1. Standard errors for selected statistics (continued)

Item Estimate
Standard

error

95 percent

confidence interval

Lower Upper

Percentage of programs m which

tutors/mentors spent two or fewer
hours per week tutoring/mentoring

All programs 37 3 2 31 43
Programs with 21 or more

tutors/mentors . . 45 5 4 34 55
Programs with 8 or fewer

tutors/mentors .. 25 3 3 18 31

Percentage of programs requiring
written reports

All programs ... 48 4 1 40 56
Tutoring programs .. . 52 4 8 43 62
Mentoring programs .. 29 8 1 13 45

Average percent of time spent on
basic skills remediation

All programs... ... .. 49 : 7 46 53
Tutoring programs . 59 1 9 55 63
Mentoring programs 21 2 9 15 27

Percentage of program budgets

including tutor/mentor compensation
(includes only programs with
identifiable budgets)

All programs , ., . 55 3 1 49 61
Tutoring programs .. 59 4 5 51 68
Mentoring programs 28 6 5 16 41
8 or fewer tutors/mentors 74 5 0 64 84
2i or more tutors/mentors . 31 5 8 19 42

Percentage rating program as

very successful (4 or 5) in

Improving basic skills 74 3 0 68 80
Preventing dropouts.... 47 3 7 40 54
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OMB# 3145-0009
Exp. 1/31/90

Survey #12
Survey of College Tutoring and Mentoring
Programs for Disadvantaged Elementary and
Secondary Students

January 1989

Dear Colleague:

On behalf of the U.S. Departrneat of Education, I ask you to participate in this survey of college
tutoring and mentoring programs.

The survey was requested by Congress in the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School
Improvement Amendments of 1988. In these Amendments, Congress expressed concern about the
need to extend the benefits of remedial education to additional needy children, especially those
who may not be receiving services under misting Federal programs. College-based tutoring
programs are seen as possible ways to assist disadvantaged children. This survey is being
conducted to provide more information on the number, characteristics, and problems of college
tutoring programs for elementary and secondary students.

Please complete the survey and return it to Westat in the postpaid envelope by Februi-.-y 17 As is
our custom, a copy of the HES report will be sent to your institution after this study is completed.
If you have any questions about this survey, please do not hesitate to call Dr. Margaret Cahalan,
the Westat Survey Manager, at 800-937-8281.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

4212412,
Alan Ginsburg
Director, Planning and Evaluation Service

Sponsored by the National Science Foundation. the National Endowment for the Humanities, and the Department of Education



THIS SURVEY HAS BEEN DESIGNED FOR TUTORING AND MENTORING PROGRAMS AS
DEFINED BELOW. PLEASE READ THE DEFINITION AND ANSWER THE FOLLOWING
QUESTION BEFORE COMPLETING THE SURVEY.

Definition of Tutoring and Mentoring Programs

The term "tutoring and mentoring programs" refers to college-sponsored programs that involve underg, aduate

or graduate college students working with preschool, elementary, or secondary school students to help the

younger students improve their academic skills and motivate them to continue their education. In particular we

are interested in programs that target economically disadvantaged schools or children for assistance. We are

also including programs that concentrate mainly on what is called "mentoring." These programs may not have a

direct academic focus, but are designed to provide successful role models and to help improve self-esteem. They

may have a recreational or friendship focus rather than an academic one. College students may participate in

the program as volunteers, as part of a course requirement, or as paid employees.

For this survey, exclude programs in which college students tutor other college students and adult literacy

programs. Include programs for preschool children only if they involve tutoring or mentoring.

Is the program listed below:

LABEL

a tutoring/mentoring program for preschool, elementary, or secondary students?

El Yes (Please complete and return the survey.)
El No !Do not complete the survey, but please return the form to us in the enclosed envelope )

If you have any questions about whether your program is eligible, please call Margaret Cahalan at
(800) 937-8281.

J
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PROGRAM SPONSORSHIP AND GOALS

1. In what year did your tutoring/mentoring program begin to operate?

2. Check the primary sponsoring unit for your tutoring/mentoring program? (CHECK ONLY ONE)

O Public service center within the university (e.g., Community Outreach Center, Ccnter for Social Concerns,
Volunteer Services Organization)

O Student organization (e.g., Student Government, Black Student Association, Student Volunteer Council)

Ej College or university division (e.g., Education, Arts and Sciences, Urban Affairs, Social Sciences)

C] University administrative or financial service office (e.g., Career and Work Experience Office, Student
Employment Office)

O Other (SPECIFY)

3. Is the tutoring/mentoring program affiliated with any other national, regional, or State tutoring/mentoring
organizations? If yes, what are the names of the organizations?

Level

a. National

b. Regional

c. State

d. Other

Yes No If yes, enter name(s)

4A. Which of the following are services provided by your program? (Refer to definitions of tutoring and mentoring
given on page 1.)

a. Tutoring
b. Mentoring
c. Diagnosf.t. evaluation
d. Other (SPECIFY)

dl.

d2.

Yes No

O 0
O 0
O 0

O 0

O 0

4B. Of the services listed in question 4A, which is the primary service provided by your program? Circle the one
letter below that corresponds to the service listed in question 4A.

a b c dl V

3
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5A. Which of the following are goals of your tutoring/mentoring program for the students who are tutored or
mentored?

Yes No

a. Improving basic skills 0 0
b. Assisting the talented and gifted 0 0
c. Preventing dropouts 0 0
d. Improving self-esteem 0 0
c. Improving vocational skills 0 0
f. Providing exposure to college 0 0
g Providing role models 0 0
h. Providing recreational or cultural opportunities 0 0
I. Other (SPECIFY) 0 0

5B. Of the goals listed in question 5A, which is the primary goal for students who are tutored or mentored? Circle
the one letter below that corresponds to the goal listed in question 5A.

a b c d e f g h i

5C Which of the following are goals of your tutoring/mentoring program for the tutors/mentors?

Yes No

a. Providing practical experience in a professional field 0 0
b Developing commitment to public service 0 0
c Providing exposure to a non-campus experience 0 0
d. Other (SPECIFY) 0 0

5D Of the goals listed in question 5C, which is the primary goal for tutors/mentors? Circle the one letter below that
corresponds to the goal listed in question 5C.

a b c d

6A. With which of the following agencies does your tutoring/mentoring program work in administering the prograr
or in obtaining referrals of stuLnts to be tutored or mentored?

Yes No

a. Local school system 0 0
b. Social service agency 0 0
c. Courts/correctional system 0 0
d. Church group 0 0
e Oth r (SPECIFY) 0 0

6B. With which agency do you work most frequently? Circle the one letter below that corresponds to the agency
listed in question 6A.

a b c d c

4
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STAFF QUESTIONS

7. Does the program have the following paid or unpaid staff?

a. Head coordinator or program director 0 Yes 0 No
b. Assistant coordinator or other coordinator staff 0 Yes 0 No

c. If yes to question 7b, please enter the number of assistant coordinators and other coordinator staff.

IF YOU ENTERED YES TO QUESTIONS 7a OR 7b, PLEASE ENTER THE FOLLOWING
INFORMATION ABOUT THE STAFF SERVING THE PROGRAM. IF YOU HAVE NO STAFF, SKIP TO

QUESTION 12.

A. B.

Program Assistant
director/ coordinator/

Head coordinator Other coordinators

8. Is this position usually: (CHECK ONLY ONE BOX IN EACH COLUMN)

a. Full-time for this program
b. Part-time for this program but filled by a full-

time employee/volunteer
c. Part-time for this program and filled by a part-

time emp'oyee/volunteer

9. Is this position usually filled by a(n): (CHECK ONLY ONE BOX IN EACH COLUMN)

a. Undergraduate student
b. Graduate student
c. Faculty member
d. Administrator
e. Other university employee
f. Employee of another organization

a a
a a
a o
a a
a a
o a

10. How is the position compensated?

Yes

(CHECK EACH ITEM)

No Yes No

a. Not compensated 0 0 0 0
b.
c.

General university salary
University salary specifically for tutoring

0 0 0 0
program 0 0 0 0

d. Stipend 0 CI 0 0
e. Academic credit 0 0 0 0
f. Tuition/fee reimbursement 0 0 0 0

5
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11.

A. B.
Program Assistant
director/ coordinator/

Head coordinator Other coordinators

'Which of the following are induded
in the responsibilities of the position?

Yes

(CHECK EACH ITEM)

No Yes No

a.
b.

Working with dassroom teachers
Working with school or school district

0 0 0 0

c.
administration

Working with parents or parent-teacher
0 0 0 0

associations 0 0 0 0
d.
e.

Recruiting tutors/mentors
Matching tutors with students to be tutored

0 0 0 0
or mentored 0 0 0 0

1. Training or advising tutors/mentors 0 0 0 0
g.
h.

Monitoring tutors
Other (SPECIFY)

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0



TUTOR/MENTOR CHARACTERISTICS, SELECTION, TRAINING AND MONITORING

12. Who is eligible to participate as a tutor/mentor? (CHECK ONLY ONE)

O All college students in your community
O All students 'n your institution
O Only students from a particular division(s) or department(s)

(SPECIFY WHICH DIV1SION/DEPARTMENT)

13A. Why do students participate in your program?

Yes No

a. As part of a course requirement 0 0
b. As a program required for graduation 0 0
c. As volunteers with no course or program requirement 0 El
d. As paid tutors/mentors El El

13B. Which is the most frequent reason? Circle the one letter below that corresponds to the reason listed in

question 13A.

a b c d

14. Over the course of the 1987-88 year, how many tutors/mentors participated in the program?

15. Was the number participating in 1987-88 0 greater, 0 about the same, or 0 less than la 1986-87?

16. How many tutors/mentors participated in the program in a typical weck in the fall of 1988?

17. About what percent of the college tutors/mentors in fall 1988 were:

a. Members of a racial/ethnic minority %

b. Socioeconomically disadvantaged %

c. Male %

18. Are tutors/mentors usually expected to commit themselves to the program for a certain length of time?

O Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION ")

19. What is the usual length of commitment or expected service?

7
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20. About what percent of tutors/mentors complete this expected service? %

21. How many weeks per semester/quarter does the program operate?

Number of weeks per (CHECK ONE) 0 semester 0 quarter

22. Does the program operate in the summer months? 0 Yes 0 No

23A. Does your program provide preservice training to tutors/mentors before they begin tutoring/mentoring?

O Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 24A)

23B. Is preservice training: 0 Required 0 Optional

23C. What is the usual number of hourA for preservice training?

24A. Do tuto:s/mentors meet on a regular basis with the program coordinator or other program staff to discuss or i.)
plan the tutoring/mentoring sessions?

O Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 25)

24B. How frequently do tutors/mentors meet with program coordinators or other program staff? (CHECK ONLY
ONE)

O Weekly 0 Biweekly 0 Monthly 0 Less than monthly

25. Are tutors/mentors asked or required to report their experiences in writing to program coordinators or monitors9

O Yes, they are encouraged to report in writing, but it is not mandatory
El Yes, they are required to report in writing
O No

26A. Is monitoring (direct observation of tutors/mentors for the purpose of improving tutoring/mentoring) done?

O Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 27)

26B. How frequently is the monitoring done? (CHECK ONLY ONE)

O Weekly 0 Biweekly 0 Monthly 0 Less than monthly

8



27. Does your tutoring/mentoring program include any of the following incentives tor student participation?

Yes No

a. Academic credit El 0
b. Cash stipend 0 0
c.

d.
Tuition or fee reimbursement
Special recommendations to

0 0
potential employers or schools 0 0

e. Certificate of recognition 0 0
f. Dinner or party 0 0
g. Other (SPECIFY) 0 0

28. If a cash stipend is provided (question 27b is yes), what is the usual amount per hour or semcster?

$ per hour

$ per semester

9



PROGRAM OPERATION

29A. Which of the following types of tutoring/mentoring sessions are a part of your program?

a. One-on-one tutoring/mentoring
b. Small group (3 students or fewer) tutoring/mentoring
c. Larger group tutoring/mentoring

Yes No

El 0
0 O
Di 0

29B. Which type of session is held most frequently? Circle the one letter below that corresponds to the type of session
listed in question 29A.

a b c

30. How many hours per week does the average tutor/mentor spend in tutoring/mentoring?

31. On average, how many students are assigned to each tutor/mentor?

32. On average, what percent of a tutor's/mentor's time is spent on:

a. Basic skills remediation %

b. Homework assistance %

c. Recreational or cultural activities

d. Other (SPECIFY)

TOTAL

33A. Where does the tutoring/mentoring take place?

a. On campus
b. Elementary or secondary school
c. Student's home
d. Community center/agency
e. Other (SPECIFY)

10
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33B. Which place is used most frequently? Circle the one letter below that corresponds to the place listed in question

33A

a b c d e

34. Who provides transportation for the tutors/mentors?

Yes No

a. Your sponsoring college or university 0 0
b. The school district or whool 0 0
c. Tutor/mentor 0 0
d. Ot'aer (SPECIFY) 0 0

e. If yes to question 34c, is the tutor/mentor reimbursed for expenses? 0 Yes 0 No

35. Is therc contact between the following groups in the course of the program? If yes, how would you describe the

level of cooperation on al scale of 1 = very low to 5 = very higil?

Is there
contact?

Level of cooperation
(IF YES, CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)

Very Very
low high

a. Between tutors/mentors and

Yes No 1 2 3 4 5

b.
classroom teachers

Between tutors/mentors and students/
0 0 1 2 3 4 5

c.

parents
Between thc program coordinator

0 0 1 2 3 4 5

d.

and classroom teachers
Between the program coordinator

and the school district or school

0 0 1 2 3 4 5

principal 0 0 1 2 3 4 5

11



CHARACTERISTICS OF ST UDENTS WHO ARE TUTORED OR MENTORED

36. How many students were tutored or mentored in the progam in a typical week in the fall of 1988?

37. How many students were tutored or mentored in the program over the 1Q87-88 year?

38A. In fall 1988, were there students who were recommended for the program, but were not able to participate because of
a lack of tutors/mentors?

0 Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 39)

38B, How many students were not able to participate?

39. On average, what percent of the students who arc tutored/mentored stay in the program for:

a. Less than one month %

b. One to four manths %

c. Five to 12 months %

d. More than one year %

TOTAL 100 %

40. About what percent of the students who were tutored/mentored in fall 1988 were:

a. Preschool children %

b. Elementary students %

c. Middle or junior high students %

d. Senior high students %

e. School dropouts %

TOTAL 100 %

i a A

I 'I
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41. About what percent of the students who were tutored or mentored in fall 1988 were:

a. Members of racial/ethnic minority groups

b. Socioeconomically disadvantaged

c. Academically disadv?..itaged

d. Male

1 rI a ()
13



BUDGET

42. Does this program have a separate (identifiable) budgel

0 Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 45A)

43A. What was the total budget for 1987-88? $

43B. Is this budget shared with any other program? 0 Yes 0 No

44. What costs are covered by the figure entered in question 43A? (CHECK ALL THAI APPLY)

a. 0 Coordinators' salaries f. 0 Special events
b. 0 Building costs g. 0 Training (if separate from coordinator salary)
c. 0 Transportation h. 0 Evaluation (if separate from coordinate).- salary)
d. 0 Materials i. 0 Other (SPECIFY)
e. 0 Tutor compensation

45A. Which of the following sources provided funding for your program in 1987-88?

No

a. Federal government CI 0
b. State government 0 0
c. Local government CI 0
d. Institutional sources CI 0
e. Private foundations 0 0
f. Businesses CI 0
g. Individuals 0 0
h. Local school systems CI 0
i. Student fund raising efforts CI 0
j. Other (SPECIFY) 0 0

45B. Which source provided the largest amount of funding? Circle the one letter below that corresponds to the source
listed in question 45A.

a b c d e
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PROGRAM NEEDS

46. On a scale of 1 to 5, please indicate the extent to which each of the following areas needs additional resources or
improvement. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM)

Program aspect

Not a problem
or current

area of need

High need for
additional

resources/improvement

1 2 3 4 5

a. Recruitment of tutors/mentors 1 2 3 4 5

b. Training for tutors/mentors 1 2 3 4 5

c. Coordination with classroom teachers 1 2 3 4 5

d.

e.

Coordination with parents

Targeting students most in need of tutoring/

1 2 3 4 5

f.

mentoring

Transportation for tutors/mentors or

1 2 3 4 5

students who are tutored/mentored 1 2 3 4 5

g. Physical space 1 2 3 4 5

h.

i.

Retention of tutors/mentors

Retention of students who are tutored/

1 2 3 4 5

j.

mentored

Curriculum or activities for those who

1 2 3 4 5

are tutored or mentored 1 2 3 4 5

k. Learning or recreational materials 1 2 3 4 5

I. Program evaluation 1 2 3 4 5

m. Tutor/mentor monitoring 1 2 3 4 5

n. Other (1PECIFY) 1 2 3 4 5

15



PROGRAM OUTCOMES

47. On a scale of 1 to 5, how wGuld you evaluate your program's success in meeting its goals? (CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM; IF AN ITEM IS NOT A GOAL, CII,CLE NG)

Goals Not a Not Very
goal successful successful

NG 1 2 3 4 5

For students who are tutored/mentored:

a. Improving tasic skills NG 1 2 3 4 5

b. Assisting Cr alented and gifted NG 1 2 3 4 5

c. Preventing dropouts NG 1 2 3 4 5

d. Improving self-esteem NG 1 2 3 4 5

e. Improving vocational skills NG 1 2 3 4 5

f. Providing exposure to college NG 1 2 3 4 5

g. Providing role models

h. Providing recreation Al or
cultural opportuaities

NG

NG

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

i. Other (SPECIFY) NG 1 2 3 4 5

For tutors/mentors:

Providing practical experience

k.

in a professional field

Developing commitment to

NG 1 2 3 4 5

public service NG 1 2 3 4 5

I. Providing exposure to a non-
campus experience NG 1 2 3 4 5

m. Other (SPECIFY) NG 1 2 3 4 5

16



48. Does your program conduct evaluations or studies of program outcomes?

0 Ycs 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 51)

49. Have the results been written into a report? 0 Yes 0 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 51)

50. Would you forward the results to us, in the postage paid envelope included with the survey?

0 Yes 0 No

51. Do we have permission to release these data to the Department of Education with your institutional

identification code? This would allow the Department of Education to use data from other surveys to help
analyze the results. All information published by the Department of Education will be in aggregate form only.

0 Yes 0 No

Please sign

52. We are contacting the following programs at your institution:

Are you aware of any other preschool, elementary or secondary school tutoring or mentoring programs
sponsored by your institution? If yes, please provide the following information.

PROGRAM NAME

CONTACT PERSON

PHONE

PROGRAM NAME

CONTAC1' PERSON

PHONE

17
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Thank you for your assistance. Please
return this form by February 17 to:

Higher Education Surveys Person completing form:
WESTAT
1650 Research Boulevard Name:
Rockville, MD 20850

Title:

Telephone:

Please keep a copy of this survey for your records.

If you have any questions or problems concerning this survey, please call Margaret Cahalan at (800) 937-8281
(toll-free).

...1

1 4 . i
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Appendix 16

END

U.S. Dept. of Education

Office of Education
Research and

Improvement (OERI)

ERIC

Date Filmed

March 29, 1991


